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ard C. Mockler; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.
By Mr. BOLAND:

H.R. 13374. A bill for the relief of Sfec.
Patrick Marratto, U.S. Army (retired); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H.R. 13375. A bill for the relief of Chris-
topher John Kyriazis; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. GATHINGS:

H.R. 13376. A bill for the relief of Fong Shu
Shee, Fong Toy Hing, Fong Ng Shee, Fong
Mee Yew, and Fong Buck Hoi; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. PELLY:

H.R. 13377. A bill for the relief of Zacarias
Quitoriano Montero; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 13378. A bill for the relief of Expedito
Soriano Angco; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 13379. A bill for the rellef of Demetrio
Tabalon Morales; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. POLANCO-ABREU:

H.R, 13380, A bill for the relief of Dr.
Arturo Brito S8antos; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R, 13381, A bill for the relief of Dr. Vic-
tor Luis Blenes Jimenez; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R. 13382. A bill for the relief of Dr. Or-
lando De Varona De Zayas; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

H.R. 13383. A bill for the relief of Marcelino
Suarez Pedemonte; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 13384. A bill for the relief of Dr. Angel
Rafael Marino Varona; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 13385. A bill for the relief of Dr. Nis
Juarez Fernandez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 13386. A bill for the relief of Dr. Mario
A, Garcia Gamboa; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WALKER:

H.R. 18387. A bill for the relief of Dr. Julio
Epifanio Morera; to the Commitiee on the
Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

170. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Henry
Stoner, Avon Park, Fla., relative to NASA
appropriations; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

171. Also, petition of the city of Brentwood,
Calif., relative to tax sharing; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

172, Also, petition of city of Oroville, Calif.,
relative to tax sharing; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

173. Also, petitlon of city of Brea, Calif,,
relative to Government tax sharing; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.,

SENATE
MoxnpAy, OcToBer 9, 1967
The Senate met at 10:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O Thou God of love and hope, through
all the length of changing years Thy
goodness faileth never.

In a day so full of fear and threat, save
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us from any panic of spirit, because our
inner strength is drawn from deep wells.

With the light of Thy wisdom and
strength of Thy grace, enable those who
in these baffling times have been en-
trusted with the stewardship of the na-
tional concern, to be true servants of
Thine in the welfare of Thy kingdom's
cause.

Help us to remember that we are Thy
children and belong to Thee, who hast set
a restlessness in our hearts, and made us
all seekers after that which we can never
fully find.

Deliver us from all malice and con-
tempt lest we hurt others and sour our
own souls.

Hear Thou our prayer as out of the
depths we cry, asking for wisdom and
strength as we bow at the altar stairs
which slope through darkness up to Thee.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
October 6, 1967, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR~
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the eonclu-
sion of the remarks by the distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]
there be a time limitation of 3 minutes
on statements with relation to routine
morning business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TODAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees,
except the Committee on Finance, be per-
mitted to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Chair recognizes
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Bcortl.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield without losing the
floor?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum and ask unanimous
consent that the time be not charged to
the time allotted to the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorrl.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered; and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Seone in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

VIETNAM

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, for the
past several weeks, several Senators from
both parties have commented, in major
speeches, on the prosecution of the war
in Vietnam. Some of their speeches rep-
resented a distinct change of opinion and
contained rather severe criticism of the
conduct of the war.

Since I am frequently asked what this
means for the Republican Party and
what my own personal opinion is, I wish
today clearly to define my personal
stand.

I do not believe that the individual
view of any of us who are members of
the Republican Party can validly be in-
terpreted as an expression of party posi-
tion any more than the variant views
within the President’s own ranks repre-
sent Demoecratic policy. I wish the Re-
publican Party were solidly united on the
issue of Vietnam, but I do not think it
vitally significant that it is not. There is
room for honest dissent and full respect
for the opinions of others.

I say this because I want it clearly
understood at the outset of my remarks
that I am not trying to start an argu-
ment with or to denigrate the views of
other members of my party. Nor am I at-
tempting, at this time, to predict what
the Republican Party, assembled aft its
nationsl convention in Miami next year,
will decide in presenting its foreign pol-
icy positions on Vietnam and Asia gen-
erally; nor, for that matter, what the
Democratic Party, assembled at its na-
tional convention in Chicago next year,
may decide with regard to its foreign
policy positions.

I can say only where this Senator
stands.

I wish first to speak in behalf of the
Office of the President of the United
States because its present occupant has,
on the subject of Vietnam, been the tar-
get of a torrent of criticism—some of it
proper, and some of it, in my view, be-
neath the dignity of his office.

My deepest concern, as I look at the
position of my country in world affairs,
is with the integrity and prestige of the
Presidency. I believe it is imperative that
we do not undermine the stature of the
President as Commander in Chief and
as the Nation’s chief diplomat.

As a legislator, I, of course, would not
downgrade the role of Congress in the
formulation of our foreign policy. As a
Senator, I share the jealousy of all my
colleagues in the Senate’s right to advise
and consent. The President is, however,
as John Marshall said in 1799, “the sole
organ of the Nation in its external rela-
tions, and its sole representative with
foreign nations.” In the eyes of the world
from beyond our borders, it is the Presi-
dent who is the focal point when America
is the subject of attention. Loyal Ameri-
can support of Presidental action in re-
sisting aggression must not be misunder-
stood or underestimated by friend or foe.
Our resolution in support of our policies,
if received with skepticism abroad, can
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only make more difficult our political and
military commitments. I realize that on
several occasions the President has been
charged with lack of candor with respect
to the war in Vietnam, leading to much
debate over a credibility gap. Seeking
neither to excuse nor exculpate the
President from his responsibility here,
I can understand why those charged with
the formulation and conduct of our na-
tional security policies might become
overzealous in their efforts to withhold
from our adversaries what they regard
as vital information. The present admin-
istration has at times seemed obsessed
with secrecy, even in solely domestic mat-
ters. This can be remedied by greater
candor with the American people within
the legitimate bounds of national secu-
rity.

Meanwhile, I reiterate my own trust
and confidence in the President in his
prosecution of our basic strategy in Viet-
nam, because I know that he is not delib-
erately trying to deceive the American
people on such a serious matter.

I respect the President for the majesty
of his office. I use the word “majesty”
not because I am a monarchist nor be-
cause I think the present occupant of
the Presidency is regal. I use it only to
convey some sense of the aura that sur-
rounds the office of the Presidency.

It is, in this spirit, that Clinton Ros-
siter wrote:

The Presidency . . . unites power, drama,
and prestige as does no other office in the
world. Its incumbent sits, wherever he sits,
at the head of the table,

I would also like to quote McGeorge
Bundy, president of the Ford Founda-
tion, from an article which I inserted in
the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD on May 17.
He was speaking of guidelines for de-
bate on Vietnam, He said:

We can have only one President at a time.
If you accept this rule, it applies to ques-
tions of diplomatic negotiation, of command
decision and of national political leader-
ship. It confers no immunity from criticism
and no requirement of support. Yet it does
set the President apart—in our interest, not
his own.

When we undermine the stature of the
Presidency and derogate from the pres-
tige of its occupant, we do a disservice to
ourselves, our political parties, and our
Nation.

Turning now to my position on Viet-
nam, I support the basic policy of the U.S.
Government with respect to Vietnam
and Southeast Asia. Our Government
has repeatedly and, in my opinion,
convineingly declared that we seek no
permanent military bases nor any other
territory on the Asian mainland—nor,
for that matter anywhere in the world.
Nor do we seek subservient allies on that
continent—nor, for that matter, any
other continent—nor to impose our way
of life on any of its peoples.

Our objective in Southeast Asia, as in
every other region of the world, is peace.
We believe that the absence of armed
hostilities or of the threat of force will
enable the emerging independent coun-
tries of this region to develop their na-
tionhood in such ways and with such in-
stitutions as are appropriate to the his-
torical traditions and present needs of
their people.
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The indispensable prerequisite is peace.
Regrettably, there is no peace today in
Vietnam, or, for that matter, in neigh-
boring Cambodia, Laos and Thailand,
either. This tragic situation is not the
result of American policies or actions.
Rather, it is the consequence of a con-
scious decision, made many years ago by
the Communist Governments of North
Vietnam and China, to extend dominion
over these countries by force and vio-
lence, in flagrant contravention of widely
accepted principles which are embodied
in the Charter of the United Nations, and
in callous disregard of the desires of the
people of these countries to be left alone
in peace.

What North Vietnam is doing, and has
been doing at least for the past decade, is
to engage in sharp aggression. It may not
be as clearcut as the attack of December
7, 1941, on Pearl Harbor. It may be
cloaked under the euphemistic term “war
of national liberation,” but it is aggres-
sion, nevertheless.

I must support our policy with respect
to Vietnam and the basic military and
diplomatic strategy designed to achieve
its objectives. I know of no better al-
ternative. The origins of the American
commitment in Vietnam and the size
and intensity of the commitment may be
debatable by some, but the fact is that
we are quite definitely committed. The
presence there of over half a million
young Americans is evidence enough of
that commitment. The question is not
what we should have done, but what we
must do.

My views have undergone no change.
I believe we must pursue any honorable
means to bring the aggressor to the con-
ference table and I welcome any move,
anywhere, any time to bring this terrible
war to an end. Our objectives, and the
nature of our commitments in Southeast
Asia are peace, an independent South
Vietnam free to decide its own destiny,
and an honorable withdrawal of U.S.
forces as soon thereafter as possible.

We have another commitment of a
different kind, and that is to the Ameri-
can servicemen who are daily risking
their lives in this beleaguered land more
than 10,000 miles from home. We cannot
falter in our support of those men.

We must use such force as may be
required effectively to protect our men
and to achieve our committed objectives.
I believe the President and his advisers,
armed with the knowledge available to
them and burdened with the responsi-
bilities, are presently pursuing the only
course currently open to us.

While I feel there has been some
change of attitude in my constituency
away from approval of the conduct of
the war, I have nevertheless had no ad-
vice or information which puts me in
possession of a better course of action.
I have talked to a number of members
of the armed forces who served in Viet-
nam and they do not appear to me to
share the sentiments of those people at
home who would favor withdrawal into
enclaves. Nor has any soldier yet spoken
to me or written to me asking that we
stop activity against the enemy which re-
stricts that enemy’s ability to kill Amer-
ican soldiers.

I add that we have recently completed
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a battle under the classic enclave theory
at Conthien, with dreadful casualties on
both sides; and if ever there was a dem-
onstration of the illogicality of the en-
clave theory generally, it has been in the
effective, to all intents and purposes, ne-
cessity for fighting out of an enclave at
Conthien.

I am for constant, zealous, continuing
negotiation and for cessation of hostili-
ties as soon as reasonably possible: but I
want some indication of good faith from
the other side before we let down our
guard and stand by while the enemy
sends in more arms and ammunition
with which to kill more American boys.

I know that there is frustration and
dissatisfaction in all parts of the coun-
try over this war issue. Polls and surveys
indicate increasing disapproval of pres-
ent action. I do not think that this is
valid justification for attacks upon the
President, especially in the light of the
absence of alternative courses of action
based on anything more substantial than
a desire to get it over with and the hope
that the other side will behave like good
fellows.

I am certain that the majority of the
American people, despite their confusion
and impatience, support American objec-
tives and will continue to insist on maxi-
mum support for U.S. forces, especially if
the administration repeatedly and can-
didly articulates its policy in terms which
every citizen can understand.

The war in Vietnam is not, and must
not become, a political issue. It would be
unwise to seek political gain from in-
volvement of American servicemen in
this far-off land. It would be wrong for
the loyal opposition so to misconceive:
its role as to become a peace-at-any-
price party. I, for one, would find it im-
possible to explain such a party position
to members of the Armed Forces who
have been sent to Vietnam partly as a
result of my vote. Nor would I be easy in
my own conscience in supporting a
peace-at-any-price position. For each
Member of Congress is charged with re-
sponsibility in this matter,

Congress has helped define our policy
toward Vietnam. Congress has endorsed
it on a series of votes running from the
Senate's approval of the SEATO pact in
1955, through the Gulf of Tonkin res-
olution in 1964, and up to the recently
enacted defense appropriation bill, When
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution was being
debated, I asked Senator FuLBrIGHT, its
floor manager, for confirmation of his
earlier assertion that the resolution did
not limit the right of the President to
repel any attack or further aggression
within the areas described by the resolu-
tion. Senator FULBRIGHT'S answer was
quick and affirmative.

None of us could foresee then that
the United States would be faced at the
turn of that year with the imminent col-
lapse of the South Vietnamese because
of vastly intensified North Vietnamese
infiltration. This action forced us to in-
tensify our effort to defend South Viet-
nam. Like it or not, we did walk smack
into a national commitment. I therefore,
do not agree with those who would now
have the President and Congress back
away from their responsibilities.

I do not believe that I misconceive the
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role of the loyal opposition. There are
legitimate areas where that opposition
should argue such considerations as who
is to be included in negotiations for
peace, and candidly discuss with the
American people the pros and cons of
the use of more or less military force, and
other such matters of legitimate concern.
On the most fundamental issues of the
war, however, I must support the Com-
mander in Chief. There can be, for me,
no other consideration.

I personally, do not enjoy defending
Lyndon Johnson. I am a partisan and I
know the wvulnerabilities of the other
party. As a member of the opposition in
1968, I will vigorously support my party’s
candidate and will eriticize the Demo-
cratic administration in every area where
I feel criticism is deserved—and the list
is long. I will do everything in my power
to make sure that this country has a new
Commander in Chief.

‘Wherever proper, I will be a partisan
advocate for my party's stance within
the competitive framework or our two-
party system. But I will not play Par-
cheesi with the war.

Above all, I shall continue to plead for
trust in the President out of the deep
conviction that the maintenance of trust
and confidence is essential to the integ-
rity of the office, at home and abroad.

In short, I continue to support the
President in his conduct of the war. If I
knew a better way to end the war, I
would recommend it. If a better alterna-
tive comes along, we would all welcome
it. Until better solutions are offered, if
they are, I am not going to add to the
burdens of the Presidency in this frus-
trating unpopular war.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
able Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I am very happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, my
friend, the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania, has made a stimulating
and effective contribution to the debate
on American policy in Southeast Asia. I
find myself in a wide measure of agree-
ment with much of what he has said, and
I congratulate him.

The truth is that America’s defensive
and deterrent power has had a marked
effect on Communist North Vietnam and,
g?nsequently. on the course of this con-

ct.

The other day when I made some com-
ments on this general subject, I quoted
some of the leaders of free countries in
Southeast Asia and beyond, each ex-
pressing his profound concern over the
implications of any precipitate change
in our Asian policy. This is the view, I
believe, my friend, the able Senator from
Pennsylvania has expressed today. I
simply want the Recorp to show my
very high esteem for the Senator, and my
congratulations for his comments.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, yesterday
the Washington Post published a lead
editorial entitled “Which Defense Min-
ister,” in which the editorial went on to
say:

On the same day that Gen. Vo Nguyen
Giap, Defense Minister of North Vietnam,
was quoted in Hong Kong dispatches as say-
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ing the war would be protracted. Sardar
Swaran Singh, India’s Defense Minister, told
the United Nations in New York he was con-~
fident that a halt in U.S. bombing would lead
to peace.

Another comment in the editorial was:

We will be well advised to make no plans
for peace and no plans for war on either the
hopes of Swaran Singh or the warnings of
General Giap.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the editorial to which I have
referred printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, one of
the points which the able Senator from
Pennsylvania makes is that those who
seek to advocate a change in our policy
must carefully weigh the effectiveness of
our military effort up to the present
moment. There is a grave hazard of
throwing away what has already been
gained. If America were to change its
course and, if the new direction were to
be proved wrong, the advocates of the
new policy would be forced to give way to
their opposition, and whatever alterna-
tives they have in mind. In the meantime
we might all wish to be back where we
started. But, by then, it might be far too
late.

In sum, I think I may truthfully say
that I am in widespread agreement with
my friend, the able Senator from Penn-
sylvania, as he exercises, as many of
the rest of us have, a constitutional right
of free speech, recognizing, nevertheless,
that this country is in danger and that
there is only one national leader in time
of crisis, the individual who holds that
responsibility under our Constitution.

ExH1BIT 1
[From the Washington Post, Oct. 18, 1967]
WHIcH DEFENSE MINISTER

On the same day that Gen. Vo Nguyen
Gilap, Defense Minister of North Vietnam,
was quoted in Hong Eong dispatches as say-
ing the war would be protracted, Sardar
Swaran Singh, India’s Defense Minister, told
the United Nations in New York he was con-
fident that a halt in U.S. bombing would
lead to peace.

That presents the government and the
people of the United States with a choice.
They can believe either one they wish to
believe. Since it is Glap and not Singh who
is in command of the North Vietnamese
armed forces there is a certain practical con-
sideration that invests Giap with the higher
degree of credibility. Sardar Swaran Singh
tenders a conjecture founded upon un-
named sources obtained in unspecified places
and uttered at times not disclosed.

If the Swaran Singh forecast suffers the
debility of anonymous speculation, however,
the Gilap summons to a longer war and
ultimate victory is also a little mortgaged
by the conventions of diplomatic necessity.
Whatever the North Vietnamese intend to
do, they certainly will indicate an intention
to fight on forever until five minutes before
negotiations.

So neither defense minister really proffers
any very dependable basis on which to make
a forecast or on which to found a policy. We
will be well advised to make no plans for
peace and no plans for war on either the
hopes of Swaran Singh or the wa.rnlngs of
General Giap.

Many would like to respond to the hope-
ful conjectures of Swaran Singh by suspend-
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ing the bombing; and others would like to
respond to the bellicosity of Vo Nguyen Giap
with increased bombing. There is a longing
in the country for a change in our predica-
ment in South Vietnam. It probably would
be politically rewarding to respond to it with
a dramatic suspension of the war or a dra-
matic escalation of it. But our course should
not be set by every rumor from abroad or
every clamor from at home. It must be set
by the necessities of a war that is waged for
limited ends by limited means. In such a
war, the impulse to escalate hostilities is
bound to alternate with the impulse to
suspend them.

The hope of the country lies in the gov-
ernment having the wisdom to appraise all
such conflicting counsels by looking beyond
immediate to ultimate objectives. Those who
wish to suspend military operations must be
required to offer something better than mere
conjecture as to what will happen after the
suspension of bombing. The failure of such
a suspension to elicit any satisfactory re-
sponse from North Vietnam would produce
a very dangerous situation. It could have
direct and tragic consequences to combat
troops in Vietnam. And it could produce in
this country, after an interval of frustration
and rising anger a demand for a resumption
of hostilities at a level of intensity unprece-
dented in this confiict.

Those who counsel immediate escalation
of the war also must be required to offer
something better than mere conjecture as to
what will follow the resort to their proposals
for a wider war.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am im-
mensely grateful to my distinguished
friend, the senior Senator from Califor-
nia. He and I, along with most of the
Members of the Senate, have served in
uniform at one time or another. We did
not spend much time in an awareness
of the political faith of the Commander
in Chief. We were mostly concerned that
the Commander in Chief would know
what to do to help us to get out of the
darn thing.

We were also primarily concerned that
the Commander in Chief would be able
to do this without incurring too much
difficulty either outside or inside of the
country.

Having been suffused with that feeling
in a couple of wars, I am trying to reflect
what I believe is the feeling of a great
many of the veterans of Vietnam. I am
trying to do it as tactfully as I can be-
cause I want to be neither enthusiasti-
cally embraced from one side by bear
hugs nor criticized from another by those
with whom I am in disagreement.

After 25 years of service in the Con-
gress of the United States, I recognize

- the honor and the obligation of each

Member to speak out. As I speak out,
I am filled with affection for all of my
brothers who may at times feel it neces-
sary to disagree with me.

On the 9th of November I shall have
dinner with Foreign Secretary George
Brown of Great Britain. After talking
with people of that country and of our
country, my understanding is that, not-
withstanding what we hear in party con-
ventions or read in the papers, most of
the people I meet are saying, “Get on
with it. Get the war over. But do not lis-
ten to the people who would have you
do something which either would be dis-
honorable to the United States or would
diminish the effectiveness of your com-
mitment."
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Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. 1yield.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I express
my thanks to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania for the service he has ren-
dered, not only to his party but also to
the country.

I ask the Senator if there would not
be the danger, if the Republican Party
were to become the peace-at-any-price
party, that this action might be con-
strued by Hanoi as an encouragement to
keep their military effort against us in
Vietnam on as high a level as possible
with the hope that if they might be able
to hold out until November of next year,
the Republicans could offer them a thinly
veiled surrender or some sort of face-
saving accommodation that would allow
them to achieve their objectives there
anyway.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas has
made a perfectly valid point. I hope that
in neither party would any group or
faction arise to assume leadership who
would be identified as a peace-at-any-
price faction, a group which would at-
tempt to make the gquestion of peace or
war a national issue in this oncoming
political campaign. Goodness knows,
enough things are going to be said. We
will indulge in a great deal of philippic
and partisan oratory.

I am trying, while we are still cool, to
nail down the point that the Presidency,
especially in its role of Commander in
Chief, is so respected that Hanoi will
never be able to say of either political
party that it has anything to gain by
waiting until after our national elec=
tions in November 1968.

I do not want our elections in any re-
mote sense to give the slightest idea of
that or to infer that to the people in
Hanoi who are conducting this dreadful
series of aggressions against relatively
defenseless people who only want to be
left in peace and free.

I may add that I was in Iceland during
the occupation; and, with the tail-wag-
ging friendliness of the typical American
in his first attempt to visit a country in
a military capacity, I talked to some very
literate Icelanders. I asked, “Aren’t you
glad the Germans didn’t get here to oc-
cupy this country?” They said, “Yes.
‘We want to keep them out.”

Then I asked them, “What do you
think of the Americans?” They said,
“We wish you would go home, t0o.”

This has been my experience in Japan,
in Iceland, and in many places in be-
tween. There is not a people in the world
who do not wish that other people would
stay out of their country.

But we were asked in. And we are
there. It is my judgment that we must
do what is necessary effectively to main-
tain that commitment. This is all T am
arguing. It is also my judgment that,
in the course of our differing opinions—
which I respect—we should always, and
with great respect, bear in mind the sym-
bolic significance of the Presidency in
the eyes of the world beyond our bound-
aries,

Mr. TOWER. I believe that the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania, in
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his remarks this morning, has restated
what should be the national objective—
that is, that we are not in this business
for our own territorial aggrandizement.
We are trying to help create a climate
in which self-determination is possible
for these people, in which they not only
can aspire to it but also have some hope
of realizing it.

I wonder whether the Senator does
not feel that, if around Communist
China there are a number of Asian states
in which there is an expanding social,
economic, and political progress, ulti-
mately there will exist in that area a
climate hostile to the fomentation of so-
called wars of national liberation.

Mr. SCOTT. Yes; I believe it exists.
And while I have heard Senators say—I
had such a debate recently—that an
enormous body of public opinion in the
world tells us that Ho Chi Minh is ready
to talk, on the contrary, I am aware that
Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman of
Thailand and the leaders of the Philip-
pines, of Japan, and other countries in
Asia—nearly all of them, with the excep-
tion of one large country in that area—
tell us publicly that we are doing what
we have to do.

S0, I do not believe the body of opinion
is as great or as overwhelming as it some-
times is represented to be. Whether they
are right or wrong, our task is to decide
whether we are right or wrong.

I have joined in proposals designed to
facilitate the end of the war. I joined last
May with the distinguished Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Percy] and the distin-
guished Senator from New York [Mr.
Javits] in a nine-point statement of
principles on Vietnam proposing Asian
initiatives and similar suggestions.

I know we all are anxious to do any-
thing which will further an honorable
negotiated settlement of the war. But for
the purpose of this occasion, I have tried
not to offer alternatives or to debate the
issues of how we might do this or that in
order to get out, but simply to urge that
we remember that while the loyal opposi-
tion ecan be a raging torrent, it should
rage within well-defined banks. I hope
that we have good flowing and strong
currents and that they will lead us some-
where to the sea. But I do not want us
to overflow our banks.

Mr. TOWER. I agree with the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania. I
believe if we should be irresponsible in
making a political battle of aspects of
this war, the American public would find
us out. I believe that the stance the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has taken has
given the responsible opposition a good
image. The Senator from Pennsylvania
has done a great service to his party in
this connection, and I believe he has done
a great service to his country, in pointing
out the necessity of avoiding any sort of
political activity that would undermine
the President of the United States in his
capacity .as Commander in Chief and
chief diplomat of the United States.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Texas.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, SCOTT. I am happy to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Illinois.
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Mr., PERCY. I, also, commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania
for his comments this morning and for
the spirit of those comments. I have en-
joyed working with him for many years
in Republican policy matters. I recall his
distinguished service to the Republican
platform committee, of which I was
chairman in 1960, when he served as
general counsel to the platform commit-
tee. I found him a source of inspiration
and enlightened reason, and at times
that year we engaged in some heated
debates expressing differences of opin-
ion among Republicans on both foreign
and domestic affairs.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PERCY. But we came out of it with
what we considered to be a highly re-
sponsible statement on which we all
united.

The distinguished Senator from Texas
[Mr. TowERr] was a part of that platform
formation. We held differences of opin-
ion on certain critical key issues. I believe
the distinguished Senator from Pennsyl-
vania will recall that the distinguished
Senator from Texas moved the unani-
mous adoption of that platform, and we
thus decided to unite around a body of
statements with which none of us agreed
totally, but which we felt embraced, in
overall perspective, a responsible posi-
tion for the Republican Party to take in
1960 on many issues facing the Nation.

It is for this reason that I am confi-
dent we will find a responsible position
that we can take in the very critical issue
in Vietnam. As I have listened to the
comments of my colleagues on this side
of the aisle—for all of whom I have the
highest regard and respect—I know that
there has not been the slightest political
motivation on their part in raising the
honest differences of opinion that they
have, on a matter that involves the future
well-being of this Nation and of the free
world.

It is for this reason that three Repub-
lican Senators decided to sit down to-
gether last May to see whether we could
agree upon a common program or prin-
ciple on Vietnam. I have just taken from
my files the statements on Vietnam made
by Senator Javirs, Senator Scorr, and
myself on May 2, 1967, which were pre-
pared for distribution to the Republican
policy committee, to see whether or not
at this time, many months later, with the
millions of words and the many events
that have transpired in the meantime, we
do not accept these as cardinal princi-
ples to which we would hold today just as
firmly as we did last May 2.

Senators Javirs, Scorr, and PErcy
agreed at that time as follows:

1. We accept and support the U.S. com-
mitment to defend the territorial integrity
and political independence of South Viet-
nam so that the South Vietnamese may
freely determine their own destiny,

2. We express our pride in the valor and
spirit of our men in arms who fight this
battle in Vietnam for all of us.

3. We urge the Administration to per-
severe in greater efforts to bring about a
negotiated settlement of the war. We should
not allow battlefield successes to divert us
from the pursuit of such a settlement.

4. We support the stated goal of avoiding
a widening of the war and we caution the
Administration against initiating actions
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that are likely to lead to the introduction of
Communist Chinese armed forces into
Vietnam.

5. Since the war in Vietnam cannot be
won by force alone, we urge greater efforts
by the Administration to assist the South
Vietnamese towards social, economic and po-
litical reform and development with special
emphasis on the establishment of a govern-
ment in Salgon with popular support as a re-
sult of the forthcoming elections. We point
out, however, that this “other war" is pri-
marily the responsibility of the South Viet-
namese themselves, and we caution the
Administration against any tendency to
make it an “American" effort.

6. Debate of the issues on their merits is
essential to a free society. We deplore criti-
cism and acts which are irresponsible as
much as we deplore attempts to equate re-
sponsible criticism with disloyalty.

7. We look with favor upon developing re-
glonal cooperation among Asian countries in
the hope that through their cooperative
efforts at self-help they will become much
more self-sufficient economically, politically
and militarily,

8. We note a sizable credibility gap be-
tween the Administration and the American
people, and we call for candor on the part of
the Administration in its public expressions
and explanations of U.S. policy and actions
in Vietnam.

9. We must emphasize and encourage
Asian initiatives in finding a solution to the
war. In this connection, we must encourage
and seek Asian support also in non-military
areas to help the people of South Vietnam
and to put other nations more squarely with
us in reaching the objective of a free South
Vietnam,

I wish to say to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania that I found
these nine points to be exceedingly im-
portant principles that helped me an-
chor down positions I have taken in the
intervening months. I do not believe I
have taken any position at any time
inconsistent with those nine points,
which I reaffirm just as strongly today
as I did at the time we agreed upon them.

Mr. President, I express my gratitude
and commendation to the Senator from
Pennsylvania for working with me and
the distinguished Senator from New
York [Mr. Javits], which demonstrates
that we can have areas of agreement
where we can take responsible positions
and hold to those positions in an effort
to have as united an approach to a com-
plex problem as we can. I have not seen
the slightest evidence at any time with
respect to any of my colleagues on the
Republican side of the aisle or, for that
matter, on the Democratic side either, to
in any way use the war for political mo-
tives and purposes. What we say is said
from deep conviction and belief and out
of love for country and dedication to our
constitutional duties and responsibilities.

I thank my friend and esteemed col-
league, the Senator from Pennsylvania,
for his responsible comments this morn-
ing, so characteristic of him.

Mr. SCOTT. I am most grateful to the
distinguished Senator from Illinois for
his comments.

I agree that he and I and all of us are
trying to make the same points here. I
think the nine points that he, the Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. Javirs]l and I
agreed on in May have worn very well. I
stated earlier that I had not changed my
opinion. I think that the Senator from
Illinois and I are in the position that we
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have been indeed consistent. Since we
made those observations there have been
elections in Vietnam which indicate that
the democratic process is working there
as well as possible under most adverse
conditions in time of war—especially
given Vietnam's lack of a democratic
political tradition—and surely better
than some had conceived. We have re-
cently received greater cooperation from
other Asian countries in Vietnam. The
Government of Thailand has contributed
military and other assistance. So I think
that the principles enunicated in our
statement of May 2 are wearing well.

I echo what the Senator said. At no
point do I so interpret any responsible
comments or criticisms of the conduct of
the war, or any honestly expressed differ-
ence of views because I think it is essen-
tial that we have that which we do have,
the opportunity to vent opinions here, in
the hope that those areas of dissent will
be helpful to the President in his burden-
some responsibility of conducting our
foreign relations, and where our area in
the Senate is one of advise and consent.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. CASE, Mr. President, I am sorry
that I was not here for the delivery of
the Senator’s speech. I think it is a most
important speech. I welcome him to the
ranks of those who have been and are
being heard on the floor of the Senate on
this matter. It seems to me there is noth-
ing more important in the world than
our conduct of our relations and our
policy in Southeast Asia at the moment.

I am sure that in some quarters the
fact that the Senator has taken the floor
and made the remarks he has made will
be regarded as further evidence of divi-
sion among the Republicans, especially
among the liberal Republicans; and pos-
sibly someone will point to the fact that
now we have a former national commit-
tee chairman who is a dove, and he is
balanced by the emergence of a former
national Republican chairman who is a
hawk.

Mr. SCOTT. Actually, I am not a hawk.
I just do not want to be a pigeon.

Mr. CASE. This is the point I wish to
comment on, if the Senator has a little
time remaining, to develop an approach
of reality as opposed to romanticism, and
getting solutions, as opposed to dividing
the country and the party.

The reason I welcome the Senator’s
speech, and I wish he were going to be
around for the next couple of weeks so
that I could continue the dialog with
him, is that his is a most important voice
and it has been during all of the period
of his public service in probing to get at
the facts of the situation, whatever the
matter at issue may be. This is my in-
terest.

I think the Senator has made note of
a very useful point in stating that the
main question is not how we got into this
thing. We are there and our choices are
limited.

Of course—and I do not think this can
be said too often, but it can be mis-
understood—we support our forces and
the military as long as we have them
there. They receive our full support what-
ever one'’s views may be about the wis-
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dom or nonwisdom of the fighting.
Therefore, that we must support our
troops is no argument for one position
or another about the war. I think it is
well to lay that aside, as the Senator has
done by implication, if not directly.

The point I wish to make is this. I, too.
agree that the question is not whether
we should have gotten in or not; it is not
whether President Johnson is the big vil-
lain here or whether it is some predeces-
sor in that regard. I think he had fewer
options when he took office than perhaps
any of his predecessors with respect to
Vietnam, and I have said so.

Mr. President, the question is what
we are doing there and should be doing;
what is possible and what is not possible
to accomplish in Vietnam; and are we
going about it in the soundest way.

Because the Senator is so much in
touch with all developments in the polit-
ical world, especially, he is very con-
scious and knowledgeable about the
Ripon Society. The Ripon Society is a
group of people, I think largely Repub-
lican, but more independent that any-
thing else, from the intellectual commu-
nity in New England, with membership
spreading over the country. The Ripon
Society has recently issued a research
paper in connection with Vietnam.

I would like, if I may, and if the Sen-
ator will indulge me, to ask that that
paper and its accompanying analysis be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of the discussion today, because it will
be helpful in the consideration of this
matter.

Mr. SCOTT. The Ripon research paper
is an excellent and thoughtful proposal.

Mr. CASE. I have made reference to
the Ripon Society paper because I hope
to make that the basis of a good many
discussions about what goes on in Viet-
nam.

The real question is, Are we using the
best tactics in Vietnam? Are we rightly
or wrongly trying to help this present
government establish itself as a highly
centralized government in Saigon? Are
we or are we not requiring our influence
to be placed on the side of that govern-
ment which has the best chance to win
the allegiance of the people of Vietnam?
These are questions that my friend from
Texas and I will agree are important.
None of us will basically disagree about
military matters. All of us would say, as I
say, that the military people are the ones
to decide how that should happen.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. I wish to say to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey that I believe in
democratic institutions and I believe
every country should have them. Our ob-
jective must be to help create a climate
in which democratic institutions can de-
velop and they can establish self-govern-
ment. This is my objective and I think it
is the only justification for our being
there.

Mr. CASE, I appreciate the comment
of the Senator. It is in line with my
thinking. We may have disagreements,
for example, about whether bombing in
a cerfain area is wise or not wise, pro-
ductive or not productive, but those are
matters apart from the broad policy we
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are all trying to pursue here, although
the matter has been clouded by the tend-
ency of everybody to cast us either in the
camp of the doves or hawks, to either get
out or destroy everything, If there is any-
body in the Senate who belongs in either
of those categories, I have yet to discover
who it would be. That kind of categoriz-
ing only clouds and makes more difficult
the solution of our problems over there.

We do have tough problems when we
are dealing with a society as old as this
one is, and as unlike our society as this
one is. It is almost impossible for us to
understand it. We are going to have great
difficulties. The only justification, it
seems to me, for a discussion of this sort
is not that Senators may run the war, be-
cause Senators are not competent to run
a war in the military sense, but Senators
are supposed to be men of some intelli-
gence and men possessed, above all, of
the belief and governed by the principle
that the facts are what count.

It seems to me very desirable, since the
Senator's speech had been publicized—
not by him but by the new media—as a
“hawkish” speech, that we get as much of
the characterization out of the thing and
as much of the hard facts into it as we
can.

I close by saying that for myself I shall
continue to try to find out what the facts
are and how we are actually doing. The
Evans-Novak column the other day dis-
cussed a little phase of this thing—that
is, the difference between statistics in
their quantity and in their quality as re-
gards Vietnam, and the accomplish-
ments of the pacification program.

Well, this is another phase of the mat-
ter. It is very difficult for us in the Senate
to get the kind of facts we must have in
order to judege and guide policy and de-

the success of the conduct of
that policy; but I have a feeling that this
debate must continue until all the facts
are laid bare as to the success we are
having in South Vietnam, or the lack of
it, not just on the military side—although
that is important, too, of course—but in
the way of heiping the South Vietnam-
ese to establish a nation. That is the
whole of the question.

I have some question as to the so-
called pacification program. It is not
something we can say is good and we
must support it. I think there are many
guestions about whether, for instanece,
pacification as now conceived amounts
to much more than a gigantic welfare
program and attempting to buy support
by tossing in a lot of money. I shall sup-
port those efforts to help South Vietnam
in the hamlets, villages, sections, and dif-
ferent regions of the country to help
themselves develop under a local autono-
mous system.

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. I would certainly agree
that the wrong approach would be the
welfare approach, where we simply go
in and give them bags of riece or build a
school for them. That is not the approach
we are taking. I think we are taking es-
sentially the right one, although prog-
ress has not worked out as much as we
thought. Nonetheless, I think the orien-
tation is right, to the extent the mili-
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tary is involved, because the whole idea
is one of self-help. In other words, to
help them acquire the materials and
then let them build the school, to show
them how to get the maximum utiliza-
tion out of their land and then let them
take care of it. A good example is the
Marine lance corporal, from the 4-H Club
in Illinois who showed them how to get
the most out of their pig farms.

That is an important thing we are
doing there. It contributes to developing
a viable and progressive economy in that
country. Progress is slow, of course, but
we are making it and I think that this
is the way the program should be ori-
ented.

I should like to say this: Our military
men are making every effort to see that
the pacification program succeeds not
just from the standpoint of a self-help
program, and for economic development,
but also from the standpoint of devel-
oping native leadership.

As the Senator from New Jersey
knows, France not only did not encour-
age the development of native leader-
ship but she actively discouraged it. Of
course, before these people can handle
free institutions, they must be educated
to it. They have to have not only the
quality of leadership, the capacity for
leadership, but also the ecapacity to un-
derstand the responsibilities of leader-
ship.

I pay tribute to our servicemen in
Vietnam, and to the AID personnel team
out there, which I think is the best we
have anywhere in the world, in trying
to orient the program in this direction.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I shall not
trespass further upon the time of the
Senate, but I do think colloquy of this
sort should be indulged in more, if I
properly sense the mood of the Senate,
and I know my own intentions are to try
to make contributions as much as I can,
But I want to say this, that any sug-
gestions—and I have said it before—
that a discussion of the wisdom of what
we are doing, the facts of our operations
and our success or nonsuccess, the way
in which this whole matter is being con-
ducted, in frankness and openness on
the Senate floor, or anywhere else, are
harmful to our success and can produce
only aid and comfort to the enemy, is
something which I repudiate down the
line.

The only way we can be sure we are
doing the right thing is constantly to
examine it, not with any suggestion that
we are going to cut and run, or pull out,
but it is a question of being on the right
track.

I think that much of the romantic
idea that we could, by our massive ef-
forts, quickly change the whole charac-
ter of South Vietnam and Southeast
Asia and win this thing, has been wrong
and that we are coming quite soberly
to a much wiser view in government, I
hope, and I certainly think in the coun-

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator. I am
not arguing for indiseriminate or undis-
criminating support of our course of con-
duet in Vietnam, nor am I making any
point in derogation of any Senator whose
position may differ from mine. I think
we are learning from the various pro-
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posals offered in this Chamber. I do not
believe that we should be set against one
another by easy labels or quick and in-
appropriate definitions.

I would prefer that it be understood
we derogate neither from the responsibil-
ity of Senators to advise and consent nor
from the responsibility of the President
to conduct the war.

Mr. President, much of the contro-
versy over our conduct of the war in Viet-
nam stems, in my opinion, from funda-
mental disagreements over the historical
background to the present hostilities.

Those who believe that the war is a
civil war and a popular rebellion would
profit, I believe, from studying the com-
ments of Canada’s distinguished Foreign
Minister, the Honorable Paul Martin,
which are contained in a comprehensive
review of the Vietnam sitnation and of
Canada’s role therein which Foreign Sec-
retary Martin presented on June 10, 1965,
to the Standing Committee on External
Affairs of Canada’s House of Commons.

I ask unanimous consent that excerpts
of Foreign Secretary Martin’s statement
be printed in the Recorp at the eonclu-
sion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, it is note-
worthy that Canada, as a noncombatant,
has no special ax to grind in the war in
Vietnam, but, as a member of the inter-
national body charged with the enforce-
ment of the 1954 Geneva accords, she is
in a position to give informed and ob-
jective assessments of events in Vietnam.

ExHIBIT 1

To solve a problem 1t 1s first necessary to
understand it. I would like to speak about
the nature of the problem in Viet Nam as
we see it. No one is happy about the situation
in Viet Nam. We all realize the dangerous
implications if there were to be an extension
of the conflict or a wider participation in it.
It involves three of the most powerful na-
tions in the world, including the most power-
ful nation in Asia and the most populated
nation in the world. There is no doubt about
the stakes in this situation. However, we
have to look at all aspects of the problem
in order to be able to fully understand it
and to fully respond to it.

I hope it is clear that the position of the
Canadian government as a non-combatant,
as a member of the Commission, s to do
whatever it can to try to bring about pacifi-
cation. We have had a long experience in
Indo-China. We have been on the Supervisory
Commission with India and Poland for 11
years. This has given us an opportunity of
objective assesssment; it has given us a re-
sponsibility which we have to discharge in
accordance with our International commit-
ments.

To state that what is happening In Viet
Nam 1is “an internal rebellion plain and
simple” is clearly at variance with es-
tablished facts which indicate beyond a
shadow of a doubt that the essential element
has been North Vietnamese interference,
limited at first, but growing steadily in scope
and Intensity.

In the midst of the lack of experience in
self-government in South Viet Nam, follow-
ing the Geneva settlement of 1954, the Com-
munists were able to build the subversive
movement now known as the Viet Cong and
it was able to flourish only because of the
material support and political direction 1t
recelved from outside.

When I came in here this morning I
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thought carefully whether, in this commit-
tee, I should go further. I have gone thus
far; but this is the best opportunity we, as a
government, have yet had to put before a
proper body of our parliament the facts in-
volved in our stewardship as a member of
that Commission. While I appreciate the risk
involved in this aspect of my presentation, I
feel there is a duty to put the following facts
before this committee and I propose to do so.

Some people contest the claim that North
Viet Nam has been deeply involved in or in-
deed has instigated the war in the South.
They say there is no evidence to show any
involvement on the part of North Viet Nam
and that thus the claim of the United States
of America and indeed other countries, like
Australia and New Zealand, which now are
Involved, that they are helping South Viet
Nam resist outside aggression, falls to the
ground. This argument, I believe, is inade-
quate in its basls and is dangerous in its
impact.

The evidence has not always been ade-
quately presented. Here, of course, security
factors are involved; but the evidence does
exist, I assure you, and in quantity. Those
who argue that North Viet Nam never has
been interfering in the affairs of South Viet
Nam are ignoring, for example, the conclu-
slon on this question of the International
Commission in its special report of June 2,
1962. In this report India and Canada agreed
there was evidence to warrant the conclusion
that North Viet Nam had, in violation of its
obligations under the Cease Fire Agreement
of 1954 encouraged, sponsored and supplied
activities aimed at the overthrow of the au-
thorities in the South. That special report
of 1962 also sald other things about the sit-
uation in Viet Nam. I want to say more
about that later on. For the moment I sim-
ply wish to point out there has been an
impartial international judgment on this
matter and that that judgment is against
North Viet Nam. That judgment was pro-
nounced by members of the International
Supervisory Commission, by majority com-
posed of India and Canada, and other mem-
ber of the Commission, of course, being
Poland. However, this problem did not come
to an end in 1962 with this report; on the
contrary it has continued to exist and in
fact its has increased seriously, and
so has the evidence for this claim.

I tabled the special report in the House
in March. It is available to the members of
the committee and I think it is indispensable
reading in order to fully understand the sit-
uation in this very complicated and regret-
tably dangerous matter.

Now to understand the situation confront-
ing us in Viet Nam, I think we must uncover
some of the vast complicated history of that
little country. It is precisely because so many
of these complexities seem to be lost sight
of, or disregarded, in assessing the problem
that I wish to point out now some of the rel-
evant factors as I see them.

By the end of the Indo-China war in 1954,
during and prior to which France had un-
successfully tried a varlety of constitutional
arrangements for Viet Nam, two governments
had been established in Viet Nam, both of
which participated in the Geneva Confer-
ence, and both of which claimed to speak for
the people of Viet Nam.

On the one hand, there was the regime of
Ho Chi Minh which had begun as an anti-
colonial resistance movement—the Viet
Minh—under Communist leadership. This
leadership quickly established its control
over all elements in the movement. Although
it was active during the resistance to the
Japanese invasion, the Viet Minh cannot, in
point of historical fact, be given credit for
driving the Japanese out of Viet Nam in 1945.
The Viet Minh had been formed in May, 1941,
when the Indochinese Communist Party,
having decided on a National Front policy,
made approaches to various non-Communist
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groupings. During the war, the Viet Minh
alded the allies by providing some intelli-
gence information, distributing propaganda,
and organizing the odd attack against the
Japanese. At the same time, however, the
Indochinese Communist Party consolidated
its control over the National Front, eliminat-
ing or out-maneuvering the plethora of dis-
organized non-Communist nationalist
groups. In March, 1945, the Japanese, fearing
an allied landing, wiped away the facade of
Vichy-French administration. The French
army was interned (and remained so until
the allies landed to disarm the Japanese),
and the French administrators were arrested.

Thus, when Japan suddenly collapsed in
August, 1945, catching the allies unprepared
for the political consequences which were
to follow in all of southeast Asia, a vacuum
was created in Viet Nam which the Viet Minh
rapidly sought to fill. Two days after the
Japanese capitulation, the Viet Minh ap-
peared in Hanol. Refraining from any at-
tacks on the Japanese, the Communist-led
movement concentrated on driving other na-
tlonalist movements from the streets of the
city. Encountering no resistance from the
disorganized non-Communists, from the now
uninterested Japanese or from the still im-
prisoned French, Ho Chi Minh formed a pro-
visional government on August 28, in which
the Indochinese Communist party or the
Viet Minh held all key posts.

This is, of course, a very condensed view
of the vastly complicated period of history
in Viet Nam associated with the collapse
of Japanese rule, I have for lack of time
omitted reference to the role of the Chinese
in this period, the re-entry of the French and
their unsuccessful attempts to work out an
accommodation with the Ho Chi Minh
regime. I have mentioned the role of the Viet
Minh vis-a-vis the Japanese because this
matter was referred to in the House recently
and because I wished to point out the move-
ment's origins and the fact that it first came
to prominence through the creation of a
power vacuum, not through an anti-colonial
war. That came later.

Of course, any member of the House of
Commons has the duty to put on the record
the facts as he sees them. It is equally the
duty of those of us who, in the government,
have information to give it and that is what
I am now doing here. There was no adequate
opportunity to do it in the debate in the
House.

But to return to the two Viet Nams at
Geneva in 1954. The second Vietnamese voice
was that of the Southern regime based on
Baigon—the State of Viet Nam as it was
called at the time, to which the French had
granted full independence at the beginning
of the conference. The Southern government,
while no less anti-colonial than the North-
ern, was at the same time anti-Communist
not only for ideological reasons but also out
of the fear that a Communist Viet Nam
might become little more than a protectorate
of China, a fate which the Vietnamese have
always feared and rejected, as a small nation
living close to a larger and more powerful
one. Once again, however, it is important
to get the historical facts accurate if the
problem is to be understood. Although the
presence of big powers has been a factor of
considerable importance throughout WViet-
namese history, it would be an error to see
that history as one long struggle against
forelgn aggression. The Chinese were driven
cut of Vietnam in 939 AD. China continued
to exert pressure on Viet Nam but Viet-
namese independence was maintained until
1407 when Chinese rule was restored; this
period lasted for only twenty years and in
1427 Vietnamese independence was reas-
serted. The Viet Nam of the time however
was not of the same territorial dimensions as
today and the period following the last defeat
of Chinese rule is characterized by the ex-
tension of Vietnamese rule southwards, and
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by contending Vietnamese dynasties. Na-
tional unity became established only in 1802,
but this unity was forged in feudal, dynastic
warfare, not in anti-imperialist struggles In
the usual sense of the phrase. Although the
French had begun to show a colonial inter-
est in the Indo-China area somewhat earlier,
it was not until the 1880's that France suc-
ceeded in establishing her rule throughout
Viet Nam. It is therefore not really accurate
to refer to a brief period of freedom enjoyed
by the Vietnamese people in the latter half
of the nineteenth century when the Chinese
Empire was receding and before the French
arrived.

I have given some account of these his-
torical factors—and the summary is by no
means complete and could not be in the
time available—partly because I wished to
have the record straight on certain points
and partly because I believe it is essential
to understand that the division of Viet Nam
is not something created by the West in its
own interests, but is something which rep-
resents the polarization of Vietnamese po-
litical forces into Communist and non-Com-
munist sectors.

It is essential, moreover, to understand
who was represented at Geneva in 18564 and
who agreed to what before passing judg-
ment on what has happened since then.

The settlement reached in Geneva in 1954
comprised two main elements—a Cease-Fire
Agreement, signed by the French High Com-
mand of the day and the Peoples Army of
Viet Nam (the Viet Minh), and a Final Dec-
laration. The former document is a military
agreement providing for regroupment of
forces and spelling out other provisions look-
ing to a separation of combatants and a
freezing of their military activities and capa-
bilities. The Final Declaration, on the other
hand, was essentially a political document.
It is there that we find references to the fact
that the 17th parallel is not to be regarded
as a permanent dividing line, and to the pros-
pect of natlonwide elections in 1956.

I will just make a parenthesis here. You
will recall that about a week ago the Chi-
nese Peoples Republic announced that this
dividing line need no longer be recognized.
I expressed some doubt that there would be
public support given to this position of the
Chinese Peoples Republic willingly or quick-
1y by the government of North Viet Nam.

It is certainly clear that those who drafted
and signed these documents anticipated that
a permanent settlement would probably
amount to the Viet Minh establishing its
control over the whole territory of Viet Nam.

The important part of this analysis, how-
ever, is the phrase “those who drafted and
signed” the Geneva documents. Realizing
only too well what the objectives of the Viet
Minh leaders would be, the South Vietnam-
ese leaders rejected the terms of the Ge-
neva settlement, before these documents
were signed, on the grounds that the divi-
sion of Viet Nam was inimical to the inter-
ests of the Vietnamese people because under
these terms half of Viet Nam was turned
over to Communist control. The stand of the
Baigon government—and it must be remem-
bered that it was a newly independent politi-
cal entity trying to resist the attempt of
larger powers to impose their terms of set-
tlement on it—was spelled out in a separate
declaration issued by Mr. Tran Van Do, who
has most recently re-emerged on the Viet-
namese political scene, where he is now Vice-
Premier and Forelgn Minister of South Viet
Nam. It might be useful if this declaration
could be made available to members of the
Committee because it clearly indicates that
the government of South Viet Nam did not
support the Geneva settlement and, it must
also be remembered, neither did the United
States.

The rejection of the political portion of
the Geneva settlement by the South Viet-
namese government and the reason for it is
often lost sight of by those who criticize the
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Saigon government as a creation of the
Americans and as a political entity which is
alleged to continue in existence in violation
of the Geneva settlement.

Having rejected the terms of the Geneva
settlement before 1t was signed, and having
explicitly reserved its right to safeguard its
own interests, 1t cannot—as was argued the
other day im the House of Commons—be
convincingly accused of violating interna-
tional obligations. To argue otherwise would
be tantamount to saying that the great
powers should be able to impose their will
on a small and weak state. In fact, there is
evidence that the division of Viet Nam was
a bargain struck at Geneva between the
French and the Chinese, the two traditional
“imperialist powers” in Viet Nam. This di-
vision was accepted by the North Vietnam-
ese because they thought it would be tem-

* porary and that they would subsequently
get what they wanted—the whole of Viet
Nam—by the kind of elections which were
imprecisely referred to in paragraph 7 of
the Final Declaration,

The South Vietnamese believed that such
elections would amount only to a facade for
a Communist takeover, and rejected the
whole idea from the beginning.

I remember discussing with President Diem
the gquestion whether we should continue to
maintain the Commission in Indo-China or
whether the time had come for the holding
of elections, as was envisaged in the Geneva
settlement. He reminded me then, of course,
that South Viet Nam was not a party to
the settlement, and also that there was need
for the Commission to maintain its presence
untll such time as a truly objective election
could take place. I am not trying to suggest
that this was a correct position for him to
take, but I do give it as part of the impres-
slons that I have in my mind, naturally, as
I try to assess this situation.

‘While reaffirming their belief in the ter-
ritorial integrity of Viet Nam, the South
Vietnamese maintained that nationwide elec-
tions looking to the reunification of Viet
Nam would be meaningful only if they were
absolutely free, and with a Communist
regime installed in Hanoi this condition
seemed unlikely to be fulfilled in that half
of the country. I myself found this confirmed
when I spent three days visiting the mil-
lion refugees just outside of Saigon. They
had come from the North, They were mainly
Christlan refugees who had fled just as
others In Europe have fled, from what they
thought was the dangerous encroachment of
a Communist power.

It is well for us when we are considering
this situation to think that there are many
parallels to what is happening in Asia today
and what happened in Europe that brought
about the creation by us of a defensive orga-
nization known as NATO to provide for our
security. The absence of this kind of arrange-
ment, and an effective kind of arrangement,
in Asia today is one of the gaps, and it is
one of the reasons perhaps why this situa-
tion exists at present.

This stand was consistently maintained by
the government of South Viet Nam. The elec-
tion envisaged in 1956 in the settlement
(which had not been signed by the South)
did not take place. There were, however, elec-
tions within South Viet Nam itself, on a
South Vietnamese basis rather than on a
nationwide basis.

As the French withdrew from Indo-China
in the years immediately following the
Geneva settlement, it became clear that the
government in Salgon had no intention of
passively accepting the absorption which
Hanol had planned for it. There were few
observers at the time who expected a life
span for the Salgon government of more
than a few years. Where Hanol had inherited
the traditions of a victorious struggle against
_colonialism, Saigon inherited a legacy of col-
lapse and defeat, Since Hanoi had been the
administrative centre for the French admin-
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istration in Indo-China, Saigon found itself
with little political experience and without
even the physical facilities for an effective
administration. But South Viet Nam not only
survived, 1t began to make tangible social and
economic progress, partly with outside help
but mainly through the determination of the
Bouth Vietnamese population itself. This
population had by this time been swollen by
the million refugees I mentioned a moment
ago who chose not to live under the Com-
munist regime in the North. The fact that
this mass migration took place—often under
the greatest hardship and in the face of ac-
tive opposition from the Communist au-
thorities—is reflection encugh on the conten-
tion that the Viet Minh had the wholehearted
support of the Vietnamese people. No one
who could have seen the plight of these
refugees could have belleved that there is as
much credence as some people give at the
present time to a distinetion between the
ideological motive of the Communist In Asia
and the Communist in Europe. Realizing that
the administration in the South was not go-
ing to collapse or allow itself to disappear as
anticipated as a result of manipulated elec-
tions, and indeed that it showed signs of
economic progress beyond anything that had
come about in the North, the Hanol regime
decided that a more active and aggressive
policy was required in order to establish the
control of the whole country; this had been
denied by South Viet Nam'’s refusal to imple~
ment terms which the North had agreed to
at Geneva but which had—I repeat—been
then rejected by the South.

One of the basic stipulations of this Cease-
Fire Agreement was that there should be a
total regroupment of forces, with the French
withdrawing into South Viet Nam and Ho
Chi Minh's armies into the North. Unfortu-
nately, the North carried out its obligations
only partially, leaving behind—this is based
on evidence dealt with by a Committee of an
International Commission of which Canada
is a member—secret caches of armaments
and military personnel who shed their mili-
tary identification and melted inconspicu-
ously into the countryside, ready to organize
political action or to resume hostilities if
necessary. The fact that the Northern re-
gime intended to interfere in the SBouth was
first made public, although very few people
have paid attention to this, in a statement of
the Vietnamese Workers Party in July of
19564, just at the end of the Geneva Confer-
ence.

In part this statement asserted, and I
quote:

“Naturally, at a time when our troops and
our administrative authority are being with-
drawn towards the North, the Party mem-
bers and co-paitriots In Nam Bo—that is
South Viet Nam—will continue to remain
in the zones on the other side. The war-
mongering elements seek to sabotage the
Armistice and re-establish a state of war.
Our compatriots and our members must
continue to wage a hard struggle.

The Party must struggle; its duties must
remain with the people educating them, un-
masking all activities of war-mongers, main-
taining the influence of the Party and the
government with the people, and winning
the respect of the mass for President Ho Chi
Minh.”

Translated from the wusual Communist
terminology, this statement clearly means one
thing. It means that Northern agents would
be left in the South to disrupt the govern-
ment there. This residue of men and arms
provided the basis for the beginnings of a
Hanol-directed aggression in the South.

As a partial take-over was seen to be im-
probable, innocent wvillagers were terrorized
into providing shelter and food for the guer-
rillas and into helping them to finance their
operations. The first target was usually the
village administration officer whose murder
could be seen as an effective challenge to
the government's authority and a demon-
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stration of what happens to those who re-
Tuse to co-operate.

In speaking of instability in Viet Nam, in
arguing that the Viet Cong have been sup-
ported by the peasants, these basic facts
must be kept in mind; the Viet Cong has
deliberately literally murdered hundreds of
trained and responsible administrators. In
these circumstances it must be admitted
that the phenomenon of instability must be
Jjudged cautiously. Similarly, peasant sup-
port for guerrillas, which is won by murder
and intimidation, is not the same as support
which is spontaneously given in the exercise
of free cholice as we know it.

Now, the suggestion has been made that
the government of South Viet Nam has never
been able to hold anthing but the cities be-
cause 1t has not enjoyed the support of the
people. This was argued in the House of
Commons, and this is believed throughout
this country, as I see In my correspondence.
Control of the countryside in South Viet
Nam has always been a problem for the
central authorities, as might be expected in
an underdeveloped country where geograph-
ical obstacles are great and communication
Tacilities are limited.

Even the Communists with their police-
state apparatus have had to face revolts in
the North, and fairly recently. Large areas
of the South Vietnamese countryside regu-
larly pass from government to Viet Cong
control and back again depending on the
local military conditions. Most observers of
the Vietnamese scene claim that the peasants
want nothing more than to be left alone.
However, when they are subjected to tech-
nigues of assassination and tor-
ture by marauding Viet cong bands, as the
Prime Minister of New Zealand pointed out
recently in a statement on Viet Nam, it would
be an extraordinary act of local deflance to
withhold co-operation. Co-operation given in
this manner however s vastly different from
the sort of popular support which critics of
the Southern position in Viet Nam seem to
assume the Viet Cong enjoy,

Gradually, in the years after 1956, the
scope of these terrorist activities increased to
the point where the South Vietnamese gov-
ernment, with the limited resources at its
disposal, was unable to cope with the prob-
lem of guaranteeing the security of its people
against this kind of subversion. In these cir-
cumstances the South Vietnamese govern-
ment did what any government confronted
with these problems would do: It appealed
for help In the exercise of the legitimate
right of self-defence, This is permitted under
Article 51 of the Charter of the United Na-
tions. To this appeal the United States re-
sponded affirmatively, at the same time mak-
ing it clear that when the need for military
help ended, it would be terminated.

These then, are the basic elements in the
historical evolution of the dangerous situa-
tion confronting the world today in Viet Nam.
Steadily increasing interference by North
Viet Nam in the affairs of the South has led
to the steady increase of the United States
presence. It is imperative that the two should
be seen together if our analysis of the prob-
lem—Ilet alone our prescription for its rem-
edy—is to have any meaning. These develop-
ments have been a source of direct concern
to the Canadian government right from
the beginning. As a member of the
International Commission in Viet Nam we
have a firsthand and independent experience
of the failure, on all sides, to live up to the
terms of the Geneva Cease-Fire Agreement
which it is the Commission’s task to super-
vise but not to implement. I repeat, that if
all sides were to live up to the Geneva Cease-
Fire Agreement of 1954, we could have peace
in that area. There are instruments provided
in the Agreement for dealing with grievances.
However, if there is no disposition to live up
to an agreement, a country like ours has no
power, certainly by itself; to enforce it. And
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g0, we must observe and report the situa-
tion—in terms of violations of the agree-
ment—as we see it. I think that to the best
of our ability under the successive Canadian
governments we have done so and we will
continue to do so in the hope that the ob-
Jective and impartial discharge of our re-
sponsibilities in the face of facts avallable to
us may go some distance towards focusing
international attention onto all the disturb-
ing factors in the situation and persuading
all those involved to face up to their own re-
sponsibilities for the generation of this ten-
sion and conversely for its relaxation.

In the Commission's special report of June
2, 1062, an Indian-Canadian majority pre-
sented a balanced assessment of what had
been happening in Viet Nam where viola-
tions of the Cease-Fire Agreement by both
sides were producing a dangerously unstable
situation. Since that report was published,
the situation has deteriorated even further,
as we feared it would in the absence of cor-
rective measures applicable to all violations
of the Agreement. The intensification of ac-
tivities in violation of the Agreement led to
the Commission's special message, dated
February 18 of this year which, together with
the 1962 Report I tabled on March 8. It gives,
as Prime Minister Wilson has sald, a balanced
picture. I would point out that of those
countries with whom we are associated in the
NATO alliance, no one country has publicly
taken a position basically different from the
position taken by the government of Canada.
This is not without its significance. Since
there has been some misunderstanding of
the minority report of February 13 presented
by Canada, I want to add a few comments by
way of clarifying our position.

The Canadian minority statement repre-
sents our assessment of the facts available to
tha Commission in Viet Nam. It was sub-
mitted for reasons arising out of our convic-
tion, based on more than ten years of experi-
ence, that to report on only one aspect of the
situation in Viet Nam, to deal publicly with
only one set of violations of the Agreement,
is seriously to distort the assessment of the
situation.

It has been argued that the Canadian
statement condones the policies of South
Viet Nam and United States authorities in
bombing North Vietnamese installations. I do
not know how anyone could possibly come to
that conclusion. The sole purpose of the
Canadian statement was to augment the
presentation of facts in the Indian-Polish re-
port with other and equally significant mate-
rial including a direct reference to the South
Vietnamese authorities’ explanation of the
events in question.

Our Commission colleagues had been un-
willing in the opinion of the Canadian mi-
nority report to take these relevant facts into
account; this made it necessary for us to do
50 In order to restore the sense of balance on
which the 1962 report was based, but which
the majority report in the 19656 message
lacked.

If we had signed the Indian-Polish docu-
ments—and we did not disagree with the
facts which it reports—without augment-
ing it, we might have run the risk of having
the Commission convey the impression that
the situation described in the 1963 report
had changed; that the only violations of the
Geneva Agreement since 1962 had been the
air strikes against North Viet Nam, and that
therefore responsibility rested on South Viet
Nam and the United States for the danger of
wider hostilities.

Well, in our statement I think we have in-
dicated that this would clearly present a false
impression. There is no change in the nature
of the situation but rather there has been
an intensification of the same factors as were
noted in the 1962 report.

This leads me to make a few brief com-
ments on the contents of the Canadian state-
ment and the materials on which it was

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

based. The first half of the statement relates
to the conclusions of the comprehensive legal
study prepared and re-edited within the Com-
mission. I discussed this at some length in
the House of Commons on March 8 and I
explained the nature of this legal submis-
slon. What I said then may be perhaps read
with what I am saying today.

The second section of the Canadian state-
ment, In referring to recent allegations of
Northern aggression, did not purport to be
Commission conclusions. Rather, this section
was intended to demonstrate that the Com-
mission had, since its speclal report of 1962,
continued to receive serious allegations, the
gravity of which was indicated by references
to the substance of the complaints, of North-
ern aggression in the South. The Commission
has not given these matters the attention
they deserve, it has not established to the
best of its abllity whether the complaints are
supported by sufficient evidence to warrant
the Commission drawing firm conclusions
comparable to those concerning the earlier
cases in the special report.

To ignore these problems by failing to re-
port that they are and indeed have been be-
fore the Commission for some time would be
to create a seriously distorted image of the
full range of violations of the Geneva Agree-
ments of which the Commission has had
knowledge.

I am sure that members of the committee
will agree that this would be an intolerable
deviation from the impartial and objective
approach which I am satisfled beyond any
doubt Canadian representatives both civilian
and military on the Commission have sought
to follow since we accepted this responsibility
in 1954,

Far from justifying or condoning the poli-
cies followed by one or the other of the
parties, or both, we have attempted—and
when I say we, I mean the Canadian mem-
bers of the Commission, some former officers
are here today sitting against this wall, who
spent many difficult months under trying
circumstances in Indo China—to take cog-
nizance of all the relevant facts and to im-
part a sense of balance to the picture pre-
sented to the international community at
large by the Commission.

Now I believe that if we are to understand
what is at stake in Viet Nam, we must
realize that this is no local rebellion arising
mainly out of agrarian discontent with an
unpopular government, although undoubt-
edly it contains some of these elements, and
in sufficient degree to lend an air of credi-
bility to the argument of those who would so
convince us.

It is not uncommon to hear claims made
that the Liberation Front—the political or-
ganization of the Viet Cong—and its leader-
ship are drawn from a broad and repre-
sentative stream of South Vietnamese dis-
senting opinion, not all of it Communist or
even pro-Communist.

For example, it is sometimes asserted that
the leader of the Liberation Front is not a
Communist. As far as I can judge, this is
largely a matter of speculation, and I have
material on which to judge, because he is
a shadowy figure seldom seen except by Com-
munist journalists such as Wilfrid Burchett.
For a political figure who is reported to con-
trol the greater part of the country and to
command the allegiance of many people, he,
no less than his organization, are shadowy
presences indeed. As a movement, the Libera-
tion Front has no acknowledged head-
quarters. Indeed I doubt whether many peo-
ple even today know the leader’s name. That
his oppesition to Dlem was responsible for
his leaving Saigon is indisputable, just as it
is in the case of prominent figures in the
present South Vietnamese administration
headed by Dr. Quat, who was likewise an
opponent of Diem but whose opposition did
not take the form of joining the Viet Cong.

Similarly, it was recently asserted that
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Hanol had no more control over the Viet
Cong than Stalin had over Mao Tse-Tung.
Now, this is a categorical statement made
about a relationship, the nature of which
deliberately is kept hidden. However, avail-
able evidence suggests that precisely the re-
verse conditions obtain., In this connection
the comments of the Viet Nam Commission's
legal committee, as quoted in our minority
statement of February 13, are of direct
relevance.

Now, I have gone into the background of
some of our experiences on the Commission
in this detail because I thought it important
for the committee to understand why in a
matter of this grave situation simple solu-
tions will not do, attractive though they may
appear.

I would not want anyone to think that
in the last portion of my presentation I have
sought to give the impression that our ap-
proach to this problem was that of a blind
protagonist; it is not that at all. We have
a responsibility on the Commission, and I
have a responsibility on behalf of the gov-
ernment, to accept the submissions of that
Commission or to reject them, and I have
seen no reason for taking the latter course.
Therefore, I felt it was my duty to at least
take this opportunity, the first in some time,
to put on the record our assessment of some
of the factors; but I would not want this
assessment in any way to becloud what I
said at the beginning.

We appreciate the dangers involved in
this situation. We recognize that it would
be tragic if this situation in Viet Nam were
to expand, if it were to Involve more vigorous
participation by other countries. I have no
reason to believe that there is any evidence
that this will be the case, but in this day
when war should no longer be an instrument
of national poliey it is dificult for a country
like Canada, subscribing as it does to the
United Nations Charter, to see this kind of
conflict being pursued. We have to bear in
mind the consequence of capitulation or of
defeat for either side. We must bear In mind
the advantages of proper accommodation,
perhaps through negotiations, without any
preconditions, so that we might reach a
stage of settlement in an area of Asia which
vitally effects strategically not only the main-
land but some other countries with whom
we have closest Commonwealth assoclation.
I repeat, we are doing everything we can
do. I asked myself this morning is there
anything more that we, as a nation, can do,
having in mind our responsibilities and our
over-all obligations and interests, to try and
bring about a cease-fire. I can only say I do
not know of anything more that we can do.
But, I do know we are not going to stop
doing what we are doing.

I regret that the United Nations is not
capable of intervening in this situation. This
is not because of any act of ours, but there
is a constitutional and financial ecrisis which
has crippled its effectiveness in this kind of
a situation. The Prime Minister has suggested
that if a conference took place and conclu-
sions are reached about an independent or
neutral Viet Nam, in order to give substance
to that conference arrangements must be
made to provide guarantees for the observ-
ance of the commitments reached.

We have the experience of violations of
the 1954 Agreement almost right away, in-
filtrations beginning from the North, with
all the consequences that confront the world
today. In view of the mistakes in Asia it
would not be realistic for the west and for
the nations of Asia, to assume that a final
settlement can be reached in the absence of
some kind of sanction, some kind of guar-
antee. The Prime Minister suggested that the
United Nations normally would be the body
to whom would be assigned this responsi-
bility, but for the reasons I have mentioned
this Is not practical and there would thereby
repose on the international community a
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responsibility to provide that kind of guar-
antee. This, I think, is a minimum require-
ment. But, it will not be easy because this
kind of a presence depends in the final analy-
sis upon the acceptance of all the parties
concerned, and without their consent such
an arrangement is just not practical even
though it is undoubtedly desirable.

Then, I would like to say we have given
consideration to the suggestion of the Presi-
dent of India, Mr. Radhakrishnon. His pro-
posal for an Aslan-African force or presence
differs from our Prime Minister's in the fact
that while we were thinking of a presence
after a conference as a means of guarantee-
ing the terms of settlement, the President
of India was thinking in terms of a presence
that would intervene before any conclusions
or any settlement was reached.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Penn-
sylvania yield?

Mr. SCOTT. Iyield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I wish to
compliment the able Senator from Penn-
sylvania on his well-reasoned and
thoughtful speech.

In his speech, he has very appropriate-
ly taken a phrase out of a statement
made by the great Theodore Roosevelt,
who said:

The things that will destroy America are
prosperity at any price, peace at any price,
safety first instead of duty first, the love of
agrt living, and the get-rich-quick theory of
life.

No one will misunderstand the able
Senator or doubt his loyalty to his own
party, either now or in 1968.

It should be an inspiration to men
and women of both parties to see that the
Senator places his country above his
party. This is as it should be.

We live in a time when members of
both parties should rally behind the
Commander in Chief, regardless of the
political affiliation of that Commander
in Chief; because, above all and beyond
all, the long-term security interests of
the United States are at stake in Viet-
nam. Those interests outweigh by far
the interests of any political party or
group.

Unity in America, as much as or more
than anything else, will speed the day
when the fighting will cease and Ameri-
can boys can be brought home.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator from
West Virginia. I believe it was Gen. Rob-
ert E. Lee who, if I may paraphrase him,
said, “There is a true glory and a true
honor—the glory of integrity of purpose,
and the honor of duty done.” This is
what all of us seek to live up to as an
ideal.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The "RESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield for a request?

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
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the Senator from New Jersey without
losing the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a few mo-
ments ago I asked consent to have print-
ed in the Recorp a research paper by the
Ripon Society. I found that, under the
request of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
HatrIeLp], this had already been done
on October 4. So I withdraw that request,
and ask only that the summary which
the Ripon Society made and released at
the same time be printed.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

RIPON STUDY OUTLINES REPUBLICAN ALTERNA-
TIVE ON VIETNAM—RIPON SOCIETY PROPOSES
CONFEDERAL STRATEGY To REDIRECT VIET-
NAMESE WaAR, CaLLs JoHNSON PoLICY A
“FIAsco” AND A “FIcTION™
(NoTe.—The Ripon Society will hold a con-

ference with the press to discuss its Vietnam

paper on Tuesday, October 3rd at 10:30 am
in the President’s Room of the National Press

Club, Washington, D.C. Mr. Lee W. Huebner,

President of the Socliety, and Messrs. J. Lee

Auspitz and Christopher W. Beal, co-authors

of the Vietnam Statement, will represent the

Soclety at the conference.

(The Ripon Society is a Republican re-
search and policy organization composed of
young members of the business, professional,
and academic communities. The Soclety has
chapters in Los Angeles, New York, New
Haven, and Boston. Its national headquarters
are located in Cambridge, Massachusetts.)

The Ripon Society published today a Viet-
nam proposal which, it suggested, could be-
come the long sought responsible Republican
alternative to President Johnson's war poli-
cles.

The current issue of the Ripon forum, cir-
culated to all Republican Senators, Congress-
men, Governors, National Committeemen and
Presidential hopefuls, presents a comprehen-
sive study which concludes that the United
States:

Adopt a decentralized “confederal” strategy
in Vietnam.

Redress the imbalances between our war
making and our peace making bureaucracies.

Implement reforms to restore Congress to
a proper role in foreign policy making.

The Socliety stated that the Republican
party, if it presents a responsible alternative
on Vietnam, can and should be returned to
power in 1968.

The 30,000-word Ripon document outlines
a Republican alternative on Vietnam that it
claims will deal with the dangers of Amer-
ica’s present course. The BSoclety listed the
dangers as: wasting American men and re-
sources; turning South Vietnam into “a na-
tion of thieves and beggars;” drifting towards
war with China and the Soviet Union.

The Ripon Society calls its approach “a
confederal strategy” to contrast it with the
Johnson Administration’'s attempts to set
up a centralized government in Saigon. This
“fiction” of centralized democracy, it says,
is doomed to failure because of the strong
local, ethnic and religious differences in
South Vietnam. The Ripon study shows that
non-Communist forces are fragmented into
many jealous groups that cannot be ruled
from Saigon.

It enumerates these groups as the Hoa Hao,
Cao Dal, mountain tribesmen, Coastal Bud-
dhists, ethnie Cambodians, ethniec Chams,
and Catholics (who are themselves divided
by geographical origin). In a serles of statis-
tical tables .t shows that the Saigon govern-
ment does not have full control even of these
rock-bottom non-Communist forces and the
1.8 million refugees generated in the last two
years of fighting.
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THREE PHASES

The Forum study shows that the loyalty
of these groups could be assured by conced-
ing political powers to local leaders instead
of the Saigon-appointed administrators who
now hold sway. These leaders, it says, “hate
the mandarins and army of Saigon just as
much as they hate the Communists.”

In its first phase, Ripon’s confederal strat-
egy would offer guarantees of local auton-
omy to non-Communist groups who main-
tain internal order and report infiltrators.
Sample measures include provincial and dis-
trict electlons, direct access to U.S. ald, use
of ethnie languages in primary schools, local
administration of land reform, local taxing
powers, local control of police and militia.
Such arrangements, the Ripon study shows,
have already been promised in many areas
and could be turned into formal agreements
almost overnight.

In its second phase, a confederal strategy
offers the same framework to villages where
Viet Cong and non-Communist leadership ex-
ists. This, Ripon concludes, would divide the
loyalty of many Viet Cong cadres from the
Communist hierarchy.

Ripon summarizes a number of scholarly
and semi-official studies showing that many
cadres are more concerned with their village
role than with the ultimate Communist aim
of winning the entire country. A framework
enabling non-ideological cadres to keep their
functions as village organizers in return for a
cessation of anti-government activities would
cripple the Viet Cong effort elsewhere in the
country, it claims. Ripon concludes: “A
confederal strategy would promote factional-
ism in the Viet Cong and unity among non-
Communists; the present policy does the
reverse.”

In its third phase, confederal bargaining
would be extended to hard-core Viet Cong
areas. It would offer Viet Cong leaders con-
trol of their enclaves in the countryside as
part of a national settlement. The Ripon
study sees no hope for meaningful negotia-
tions with the Viet Cong during the coming
year because of U.S. elections and the lack of
unity among non-Communist forces in South
Vietnam. It calls instead for “piecemeal” and
“local” negotiations to provide a basis for
ultimate national negotiation.

MILITARY MEASURES COORDINATED WITH
POLITICAL AIMS

Ripon charges that present military policies
are wasting American lives because they are
not coordinated with realistic political goals,
It says that military planners have not come
to grips with the true nature of the war,
“Unlike World War II and unlike the Korean
engagement, Vietnam is largely a counter-
insurgency war.” Most of the enemy is al-
ready within South Vietnam it says. “Even if
North Vietnam were bombed to rubble,”
Ripon asserts, “the war in the South will
continue.” It estimates that to root out
Viet Cong cadres will require two million
allied troops. American troops have not yet
ventured south of the Mekong River, it says.
If they do, the manpower requirements will
skyrocket.

Ripon asserts that present bombing policies
also risk the loss of more American lives. It
makes these points:

Heavy “interdictory” bombing South of the
18,5 parallel has falled to stop the North
Vietnamese from paving a road, storing large
quantities of supplies, and installing missiles
in the A-Shau valley within South Vietnam.
There 1s a real danger of invasion of the
northern provinces of South Vietnam, and
the military emphasis on bombing leaves us
unprepared for this. Military spokesmen have
not mentioned this failure to the public.

Present punitive bombing of the Chinese
rallway into North Vietnam will ultimately
bring the Chinese into the war. The railway
line is not merely a supply line to Hanoi; it
is also the only link between China's Yun-
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nan Province and the rest of China. A meas-
ure of its Importance to China is that the
Chinese had 40,000 paramilitary technicians
working on it before the most recent bomb-
ings. Ripon charges that some within the
administration don't care about Chinese in-
tervention, since they are anxious to pre-
empt China’s nuclear capacity.

Heavy bombing of Haiphong will lead to
a confrontation with the Russians who are
committed to preserving the integrity of
shipping to North Vietnam.

All present policies, Ripon concludes, lead
to a widening of the war “on the installment
plan.” Even present patterns of refugee gen-
eration threaten the creation of an addi-
tional 4.5 million refugees in South Viet-
nam during the next three years. These
refugees will have to be supported by Amer-
ican funds.

Ripon charges that Vietnam is not worth
sending millions of American troops to the
Asian mainland to continue unrealistic pol-
icles, It calls for a “hard decision” between
countering invasion and countering insur-
gency. Since the insurgency problem would
require millions of men, Ripon opts for using
present troops to defend areas which demon-
strate allegiance to Salgon in a confederal
framework, It calls for heavy de-emphasis on
bombing north of the 18.5 parallel. “The up-
per limit of the American commitment has
already been exceeded ... An honorable
approach can be found that will reduce
American troop commitments in the long
run.”

“A confederal strategy,” it says, “is de-
signed to reduce the American commitment
in installments much as the present policy
is destined to escalate it by installments.”

INABILITY TO WAGE PEACE

In the final section of its study Ripon re-
views the long-range problems that have al-
lowed our “misconceived policles” to go un-
checked. The first of these is “an administra-
tive imbalance between our ability to take
military risks and our ability to take polit-
ical risks.” The FORUM study charges that
reforms in the Defense Department have
given military planners a bureaucratic ad-
vantage over the cluster of civilian agencles
charged with economic and political ele-
ments of foreign policy. As a result, “blind
bureaucratic momentum" shifts policies in
favor of solutlons recommended by the De-
fense Department. This explains why “Amer-
ican policy can drift towards military solu-
tions where political ones will suffice; Amer-
ican youth can die because its elders lack de-
cislve civillan leadership.”

“It is meaningless for officials to talk of
America's desire for peace and for a ‘polit-
ical solution’, so long as administrative
means to implement these hopes are not
known to exist,” the study says. It charges
that there has been no public indication of
contingency plans for a realistic settlement
in Vietnam.

CONGRESSIONAL WEAKNESS

The Ripon study also shows that Congress
has been unprepared to check the Executive
Branch on Vietnam. “Congress has had
neither the staff nor the machinery to assert
its prerogatives in the making of Vietnam
policy. Its right to be consulted has been
compromised into a right to ratify . . . Con-
gress' right to know has been reduced to the
right to be briefed.”

The Ripon study says that President John-
son has tended to exploit Congress’ weak-
nesses by a style of “secrecy and silence.”
It accuses him of relying on a “contrived
atmosphere of crisis" and of blitzing Con-
gress with questions, “the answers to which
are predetermined by carefully controlled
briefing."

REPUBLICAN RESPONSIBILITY
Because of the weakness of Congress and
" fallure of the President to reform and co-
ordinate civilian policy-making agencies,
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Ripon charges that Vietnam policy is made
by a “self-entrenching bureaucratic coalition
that cannot be reformed from within.” It
calls for partisan action by the Republican
Party to correct the “fiasco” of American
policy in Vietnam.

Republicans, the Ripon study says, can
grasp the realities of local politics in South
Vietnam and need for checks and balances
in Washington. It charges that “the best men
and the best minds are not making this
country’s foreign policy.”

“In 1952,” 1t concludes, “the Republican
Party demonstrated its ability to extricate
the United States from a war on the Asian
mainland. “The issue now s whether the
American people think our present course in
Vietnam i{s worth more deception, more re-
sources, more lives. If they do not, there is
an alternative.”

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the order of Friday, the Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr, CLarRk], for a period not to exceed 1
hour.

THE ABM DECISION—A $5 BILLION
INVESTMENT IN AN INEFFECTIVE
SYSTEM

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, today I
desire to address the Senate on the deci-
sion of the administration to deploy a
so-called thin anti-ballistic-missile de-
fense at a cost of $5 billion.

I submit that from the evidence it is
clear that this vastly expensive new
weapons system essentially contributes
nothing to this country’s security. I urge
the administration to reconsider its de-
cision, which I believe to be wrong on
three counts—militarily, economically,
and diplomatically.

The best arguments against ABM de-
ployment have been made by Secretary
McNamara himself. The Secretary
pointed out in his San Francisco speech
that there is no ABM system which can
be built—no matter how much we spend
on it—which would not be, and I quote
the Secretary’s own words, “ineffective
against a sophisticated Soviet offense.”
Even if we were to spend $40 billion or
more on a so-called massive system, the
resulting increase in our security against
a Russian attack would be zero, accord-
ing to the Secretary of Defense. The re-
sult would be a waste of a great deal of
money at a time when the war in Viet-
nam is costing us $2% billion a month,
when the President is asking for new
taxes to offset a growing budget deficit,
and our crucial domestic programs are
being reduced to support the increases in
the military budget. What would we get
for our money? A very expensive flying
“erector set” which the Russians could
easily and cheaply overpower by increas-
ing their offensive missile striking force.

The argument that the so-ecalled thin
system is justified by the approaching
threat of Chinese nuclear-tipped missiles
simply does not hold up. We have the
capacity to devastate China many times
over if her leaders should be so foolish as
to initiate a nuclear exchange with us,
and the Chinese know that. That fact is
at the heart of the deterrence policy
which has guided American military
strategy since the beginning: of the nu-
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clear age. Our strategy has been to deter
a first strike against ourselves by mak-
ing it plain to any would-be aggressor
that our second sirike against him would
be utterly and horribly devastating. Is
there anyone who seriously believes that
the Chinese Government would not be
effectively deterred by that prospect?

I discussed this subject informally the
other day with the President’'s scientific
adviser, Dr. Hornig. After he said he
agreed thoroughly that there was no
point in building an antiballistic missile
system against a possible Soviet threat—
in other words, he agreed with Secretary
McNamara—I said to him, “Well, if it
would not be any good against the Rus-
sians, why do we need it against the
Chinese?” “Well,” he said, “the only basis
is that maybe the Chinese are more ir-
rational than the Russians, and, of
course,” he said, “that is not a scientifie
problem; that is a question of political
judgment.”

I think it is perfeetly clear that practi-
cally everybody except the military-in-
dustrial complex, which would profit
from the building of this system, is of
the view that to build the system against
the Chinese, realizing it is no good
against Russia, just does not make any
sense at all. I think there is no one who
seriously believes that the Chinese Gov-
ernment could be effectively deterred by
an anti-ballistic-missile system.

The second flaw in the argument is
the assumption that a thin ABM system
would be effective against the Chinese
for any appreciable period of time. Even
if it is conceded that a thin defense sys-
tem would be effective against a Chinese
offensive missile system which was still
in its primitive stage, it is obvious that
once the Chinese develop their rocket
force beyond the primitive stage our
ABM system will not be effective. If the
Chinese get their rocket assembly lines
going, and develop multiple warheads
and penetration aids, they will be able to
overwhelm our outmoded ABM system
just as the Russians could overwhelm it
today.

How long would that take? Secretary
McNamara pointed out that the Chinese
are devoting very substantial resources
to the development of both nuclear war-
heads and missile delivery systems. Every
time our experts have tried to predict the
next advance in Chinese weapons devel-
opment they have been wrong—the Chi-
nese have moved faster than we ex-
pected. No one can say how long the
period will be between the time the Chi-
nese deploy their first primitive system
capable of threatening the United States,
and the time they have developed a
larger and more sophisticated system
capable of overwhelming first our thin,
$5 billion ABM system, and ultimately
even a massive $40-plus billion system.

The third fallacy in the logic is the as-
sumption that even during the so-called
“safe period” in Chinese nuclear develop-
ment, we would be genuinely safe from a
Chinese nuclear attack behind an ABM
defense. There are many ways of launch-
ing a nuclear attack that an ABM is help-
less to deter. A Chinese submarine could
perhaps deliver a low trajectory rocket
which would sneak through our radar
screen, just as the Israeli Air Force
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sneaked through the Egyptian radar de-
{enses. The Chinese could detonate a nu-
clear bomb underwater near our west
coast—again from a submarine, or even
from a trading vessel—where the prevail-
ing winds would sweep the cloud of dead-
Jy radioactivity ashore. Or, James Bond-
ish as it sounds, miniature bombs could
be hand-carried into our cities in suit-
cases and detonated. If the Chinese are
foolish enough to risk the total devasta-
tion of their country by launching a
rocket strike against us, what is keep-
ing them from attacking us in any of
these ways? The answer is obvious—de-
terrence, effective deterrence of all forms
of nuclear assault.

The inevitable conclusion is that the
proposed thin $5 billion system simply
will not do the job which its proponents
say it will do. That, of course, is bad
enough—squandering $5 billion of the
taxpayers’ money on a useless system is
no light matter. But the problem is worse
than this. For there is, as Secretary Mc-
Namara said, a “mad momentum in-
trinsic to the development of all new nu-
clear weaponry.” That mad momentum,
generated in part by the decision to go
ahead with the deployment of a thin
system, is already gathering force, as the

Secretary foresaw, and as indeed I -

warned him in a letter I wrote to him on
June 15, 1967, in which I said:

As a practicing politicilan, I would like to
comment on this proposition that the United
States should build and deploy a "light” ABM
defense. In my own view, I see no way of hold-
ing back pressure for a full or “heavy” ABM
defense once a “light” system has been in-
stalled.

There is plentiful evidence that the
curtain has already gone up on this new
tragedy. We are only now in act I, with
the squandering of $5 billion, the equiva-
lent of 1 million jobs under the emer-
gency employment program which I
sponsored and which was approved by
the full Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. How long will it be be-
fore we see $40 or $50 or $60 billion go
down the drain in an orgy of misguided
spending?

The most painful costs, however, can-
not be counted in dollars., They are the
diplomatic costs—the resulting increase
in tensions between the United States
and the Soviet Union which this new
escalation of the arms race is bound to
provoke. As Victor Zorza pointed out not
long ago in the Washington Post, the
most likely effect of our decision to be-
gin ABM deployment will be the
strengthening of the hard-liners in the
Kremlin in their continuing see-saw
battle with the more peace-oriented ele-
ments in the Soviet leadership.

This decision will not spur the Rus-
sians to come to agreement on limiting
defensive and offensive missiles. It is far
more likely to jeopardize the pending
talks and crush the hopes for an arms
control agreement which were generated
by the Glassboro conference,

The only gainers from our action will
be the members of the political, military-
industrial ecomplex on both sides—in the
Soviet Union, and in this country. The
Russian generals, their allies in the Com-
munist Party, and the men who direct
the Soviet defense industry will gain
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status and prestige at the expense of
their colleagues. Their counterparts in
the United States will have something
more tangible to show—fantastic profits
for the contractors, and new stars on the
shoulders and stripes on the sleeves of
the military men who will be in charge
of the program.

The story is in the stock market re-
ports for anyone who is interested to see.
Where is the ABM money going to go?
Raytheon, up 4} to 91 on Monday,
September 18, the day of the McNamara
speech, Aerojet General, up 454 to 3314
on the same day. Strong rising trends
have been just as visible in other major
ABM contractors—Thiokol, Martin Mar-
ietta, and Sperry Rand. The vast new de-
fense pork lunch-wagon—maybe the big-
gest ever—has begun to roll, and the in-
vestors on the stock market know it.

Who are the losers? All of us, everyone,
and particularly those who will be hard-
est hit by the fact that money that
should be going into the effort to rebuild
our cities and heal the wounds in our
society—or possibly, if you take a more
conservative point of view, to provide the
funds which will make a tax increase un-
necessary; or, indeed, to provide the
funds which, in the long run, might make
further tax decreases possible—is being
drained off to build Armageddon instead.
Americans who will be deprived of a
chance to get an adequate education,
necessary health care, a decent place to
live, a chance for a job—for lack of
funds, they will be the biggest losers.

Those higher up the income ladder
will be losers because of the increased
taxes which they will have to pay, or
through the failure to receive the tax
decrease to which they might otherwise
be entitled. But the real, ultimate losers
are every man, woman, and child on this
planet whose lives are menaced by the
threat of nuclear war, and whose only
hope for genuine security lies in the
amelioration of tensions between the
great nuclear powers and the negotia-
tion of effective agreements to halt the
madness of the arms race and turn man-
kind toward the path to peace.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to my
friend from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I have
very little to add to what the Senator
from Pennsylvania has said, other than
to tell him how much I appreciate not
only the courage, but beyond that, the
commonsense, that he demonstrates here
today; because he has taken on one of
the most wasteful and, in my judgment,
most dangerous proposals that have
been suggested in a long time. I quite
agree with him when he says that, far
from adding to our security and to the
chances for stability between the great
powers, the introduction of the so-called
ABM system really adds another dan-
gerous new dimension that threatens
both our security and the peace of the
world.

One of the things that has puzzled me
most about this whole discussion as-
sociated with the ABM is the seeming
paradox between the devastating case
that the Secretary of Defense has built
against just‘such a system over the last
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few years, having added to it as recently
as January 25 of this year in his state-
ment before the Senate Appropriations
Committee on defense appropriations,
and the rather strange endorsement of
such a proposal the Secretary made in
his speech at San Francisco.

I believe if one looks at that speech
carefully, 90 percent of it is a devastat-
ing, and, I think, unanswerable argu-
ment against the ABM system.

Mr. CLARK. If the Senator will yield
briefly, I thoroughly agree with him. My
heart bleeds for Secretary McNamara,
who, as I think anybody who intelli-
gently reads his speech must see, .5 doing
what he is told to do, despite the fact that
his convictions are otherwise.

The argument that we are building
this ABM system against an anticipated
Chinese attack is completely lacking in
conviction, as far as Secretary Me-
Namara's feelings come through his
actual words.

Mr. McGOVERN. Would the Senator
agree that the senior editor of Newsweek
magazine, Mr. Edwin Diamond, deseribes
well, in the October 2, 1967, issue of that
magazine, what has happened in ex-
plaining this paradoxical situation with
reference to our Secreftary of Defense?
He also refers to a column by Mr. James
Reston of the New York Times.

Mr. President, I would like to read a
couple of paragraphks if the Senator
would yield further.

Mr. CLARK. I would be happy to have
the article made part of the REcorp.

Mr. McGOVERN. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp
the editorial entitled, “The Grand Il-
lusion,” to which I have referred.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE GRAND ILLUSION
(By Edwin Diamond)

Secretary McNamara's decision to go ahead
with an anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) system
is based on a set of brilliantly reasoned,
highly sophisticated, and strongly persuasive
arguments. But the decision is wrong, and
the consequences of this error will burden
every American for years to come.

Instead of strengthening the national se-
curity, the ABM decision may well under-
mine it, for it upsets the present delicate
balance of nuclear terror based on the twin
implicit assumptions of a strong (four-to-
one) but not overwhelming U.S. offensive
missile superiority and a modest Soviet de-
fensive advantage. Worse, the ABM move sig-
nals another dangerous upward Bph’&l in the
nuclear-arms race which may lead to a re-
newed drive by both the U.S. and Soviet
Union to add new offensive weapons to the
overkill arsenals each already possesses. Ros-
well L. Gllpatric, McNamara's own former
Deputy Defense Secretary, fears the ABM
means a U.S. global strategy based more on
conflict than accommodation. The go-ahead,
he sald, “is certainly a move in the wrong
direction."

Let’s put these abstractions In concrete
terms—and concrete is exactly where we are
now heading. At the very least, this new
nuclear escalation means the expenditure of
untold billions in exchange for a wholly il-
lusory security blanket. Whether the US.
spends $4 to $5 billion for the “thin" ABM
system to guard its Minuteman strike force,
or $40 billion for the *“thickening” of the
blanket to protect major American cities, or
$400 billion to protect smaller cities, the end
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result will be the same: all of us will still
be 30 minutes away from nuclear annihila-
tion.

MOLE SOCIETY

Indeed, with the ABM escalation, the pos-
sibility of this supposedly ‘“unthinkable”
missile Armageddon is greater, not smaller.
All of us have now been propelled by the
logic of nuclear events that McNamara grasps
so well toward the next era of the atomic
age—the mole soclety where the citles and
civilians of the 1980s may have to burrow
underground to join the concrete Minute-
man silos sunk in the 1960s and the sub-
terranean ABM control centers built in the
1970s.

Unlikely, you will say; right out of some
science-fiction paperback. But who would
have believed, ten years ago, at the time of
Sputnik 1 and the “missile gap,” that the
U.S. within five years would possess the nu-
clear missiles to destroy the Soviet society
and population five times over?

What evidence have I that McNamara—
one of the most brilllant and dedicated
minds in the nation—is wrong about the
ABM? What proof is there that the U.S. has
embarked on a dangerous new course? The
evidence is abundant. Precisely because Mc-
Namara has such a firm grasp of the com-
plexities of the age, he himself has supplied
some of the best arguments against the ABM
and a new arms race. In fact, if an analyst
were to overlay McNamara's speech with one
of the cryptologist’s sheets that cover some
paragraphs while revealing others, the case
for the present stabilized strategic situation
would become compelling.

ACTION-REACTION

First of all, as McNamara makes clear, the
U.8. now has “a numerical superiority over
the Soviet Union in reliable, accurate and
effective warheads [that] is both greater
than we had originally planned, and is in
fact more than we require.” This, to use the
blunt term, is what overkill means. And over-
kill, to be blunt again, i1s the legacy of po-
litically motivated “missile-gap” cries of the
late 19650s. The panic button was pushed in
the U.S. and a real missile gap did eventually
materialize. But as McNamara points out in
his speech, this gap favors the U.S. At present
the U.S. has 2,200 strategic nuclear weapons
in readiness against 700 for the U.8.5.R. The
Russian response to this U.S. superiority has
been to concede an offensive disparity. In
effect the Soviet Union acknowledged that
the richness and ingenulty of American tech-
nology could not be matched. But it began
an ABM system—the Russian military has
been traditionally defense minded—as part
of what McNamara calls the “action-
reaction” of the arms race.

McNamara has been conspicuously un-
worried by this deployment. As he explains
it, the offense always has an advantage over
the defense and any ABM system “can rather
obviously be defeated by an enemy simply
sending over more offensive warheads, or
dummy warheads, than there are defensive
missiles capable of disposing of them.”

The loglc of the situation calls for one of
the superpowers to forego the next turn in
the viclous eycle of action-reaction. A Soviet
McNamara—they have their sophisticated
strategists and their war gamesmen, too—
might argue that the Soviet ABM deploy-
ment represented a limited and measured re-
sponse to U.8, superiority, a move intended
to assure Russian second-strike capability
and thus make the Soviet deterrent credible.
Why not leave the arms race in this trade-
off situation? Why upset the fearfully deli-
cate balance of terror with a U.S. ABM
system?

McNamara's answer last week was: because
of the looming Chinese nuclear-missile threat
of the 1970s. The proposed U.S. ABM system,
in McNamara's words, is “Chinese-oriented,”
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cessors from an attack on the U.S. It is at this
point that McNamara's computer logic breaks
down.

MAD ADVENTURE

First, if Peking is suicidally mad enough
to mount an attack on a country possessing
200 times more nuclear power than it has,
then no amount of objective reality in the
form of an American ABM barrier can dis-
suade the Chinese from their insanity. If the
Chinese are bent on nuclear genocide, they
could smuggle an atomic bomb into San
Franciseco harbor aboard a freighter and
detonate it. No ABM system can protect
against such mad adventures.

Second, the Soviet Union can also argue
that its ABM is “Chinese-oriented,” and
merely a matter of insurance against an ir-
rational attack by a country that shares an
uneasy border with Russia and is violently
hostile to it. After all, the same madness that
might lead the Chinese to attack the U.S.
might also push Mao over the brink with the
Russians. Would we believe the Russians if
they sald, “It's the Chinese we are worrled
about—ignore our ABM"”? Yet we expect
them to believe our ABM is China-oriented.

The truth is the ABM decision was dictated
not by strategy but by politics. Computer
logic breaks down because men aren't com-
puters; they are imperfect beings shaped by
history and emotion as well as reason. There
are really two McNamaras. One McNamara
coolly attempts to manage the arms race
by force of argument and intellect. He even
on occasion does the Russians’' thinking for
them, patiently elucidating the nuclear
strategic options available and their conse-
quences in speeches and in briefings held for
the press, but almed at Moscow. The second
McNamara is an American, a patriot and a
member of the Johnson Administration (just
as his opposite in the Kremlin is a Russian,
a patriot, and a member of the Communist
Party).

It is well known in Washington that Sec-
retary McNamara for months has opposed
deployment of the ABM system despite the
urgings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, of Demo-
cratic hawks and of Republicans sensing a
hot campaign issue for 1968. As James Reston
suggested last week, the ABM system
launched by McNamara is not aimed at
blocking the Chinese or even the Russians,
but the Republicans, By acceding now to the
clamor, McNamara has blunted the GOP
charge that he is “indifferent” to the defense
of the American people.

GOOD GUYS

Yet, isn't the U.S. asking—a bit illogical-
ly—the Soviet McNamara to be indifferent
to the defense of his people? More funda-
mentally, isn't the U.S. saying—also a bit
illogically—that when it comes to the
crunch, two standards apply: we are the
good guys and would never attack first; you
are the bad guys and you might attack first,
and that is why we must have a four-to-one

- offensive superiority and defensive parity

(at least)—and a lead in whatever else we
decide to build.

Last week was the time for patience and
courage—patience to lecture the Russians
once again on the reasons behind the emi-
nently equitable U.S. plan to put a freeze on
all missiles, offensive and defensive; courage,
in the words of former Kennedy science ad-
viser Jerome Wiesner, to run the risks of de-~
escalation instead of the risks of new escala-
tion; and patience and courage to explain
to the American people, even in a pre-elec-
tion year, why the ABM is not good for their
security.

Instead, Washington gave us the ABM.
By some curious alchemy, the Administra-
tion has convinced itself that the thin ABM
system doesn't really change the balance of
terror: only a thick system would do that.
But thin leads to thick. It is all like that
celebrated biology experiment: a frog is

designed to deter Chairman Mao or his suc- . placed in a tank of water; daily the tempera-

28215

ture is increased one degree; the frog exists
as always—until one more degree . . . the
water boils . . . the frog dies.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, read-
ing from Mr. Diamond’s editorial in the
issue of Newsweek magazine of October
2, he has this to say:

The truth is the ABM decision was dictated
not by strategy, but by politics.

Mr. CLARK. That is entirely correct,
in my opinion, and it is bad polities, in
my judgment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Diamond goes
on to say:

It is well known in Washington that Sec-
retary McNamara for months has opposed
deployment of the ABM system despite the
urgings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, of Demo-
cratic hawks and of Republicans sensing a
hot campaign issue for 1968. As James Reston
suggested last week, the ABM system
launched by McNamara is not aimed at
blocking the Chinese or even the Russians,
but the Republicans.

If that is true, it seems to me to be
a rather expensive campaign expend-
iture, to spend $5 billion, to try to de-
fend our party against political charges
apparently next November.

It seems to me that, instead of evalu-
ating this issue in terms of what it may
or may not do to our chances in the
next election, we ought to be more con-
cerned about the security of our coun-
try, and the peace of the world and
our economy at a time when it is already
strained.

Mr. CLARK. I thoroughly agree. I
think that if a man from Mars with
some sort of a sense of intelligence were
to come here and look at what is happen-
ing in this country, he would think hu-
man beings here were going mad when
we talk about building an anti-ballistic-
missile system of this kind to compound
the already frightening arms race.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp certain excerpts from the
testimony of Secretary McNamara on
January 25, 1967.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorp,
as follows:

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS HEARINGS,
JaNUARY 25, 1967

Secretary of Defense McNamara, on cost:
“In this connection, it is worth noting that
had we produced and deployed the NIKE-
ZEUS system proposed by the Army in 1959
at an estimated cost of $13 to $14 billion,
most of it would have had to be torn out
and replaced, almost before it became opera-
tional, by the new missiles and radars of the
NIKE-X system. By the same token, other
technological developments in offensive
forces over the next seven years may make
obsolete or drastically degrade the NIEE-X
system as presently envisioned . .. (page
57).

“Even before the systems became opera-
tional, pressures would mount for their
expansion at a cost of still additional billions.
The unprotected, or relatively unprotected,
areas of the United States would claim that
their tax dollars were being diverted to pro-
tect New York and Washington while they
were left naked. And critics would polnt out
that our strategic offensive force is premised
on a much larger Soviet threat (the ‘possible’,
not the ‘probable’ threat); they would con-
clude that the same principles should be
applied to our strategic defensive forces. For
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these and other reasons, I believe that, once
started, an ABM system deployed with the
objective of protecting the TUnited States
against the Soviet Union would require an
expenditure on the order of $40 billion over
a lo-year period. (footnote, page 232).

., if you put these around {deleted)
citles, the Soviet planmers are going to re-
target their weapons to all the other citles,
because there is no sense wasting weapons on
(deleted) if you have got all the rest un-
protected. . . . And the danger %o the other
cities that mremn’'t protected is increased by
the fact that we protect (deleted) and make
them Iless vulnerable and therefore less
desirable targets. And that new factor is in
addition to the fact that they just have no
protection to begin with.” (page 253).

Secre McNamara; on Soviet reaction:
“It 1s the virtusl certainty that the Soviets
will act to maintain their deterrent which
casts such grave doubts on the advisability
of our deploying the NIKE-X system for the
protection of our cities against the kind of
heavy, sophisticated missile attack they
could launch in the 1970s. In all probabil-
ity, all we would accomplish would be to
increase greatly both their defense expend-
itures and ours without any gain in real
security to elther side.” [Page 59).

Senator DomiNick. I just want to be sure,
Mr, Secretary, that T understand this, What
you are saying in this first column is that
the Soviets are technically capable of com-
pletely offsetting & NIKE-ZEUS system so0
that it wouldn't be worth much by the time
it was installed.

Secretary McNamara. Yes, that's true.
They could both technically and financially,
because the financial cost of doing this is
not in any way beyond their budgetary
limits, and not disproportionate to our cost
of having put in the defense system. (Page
238).

U.S. Reaction to Soviet ABM: Arms race:
*“Although we belleve the strategic missile
programs now proposed will be adequate to
meet the threat, even if the Soviet Union
were to carry out a full-scale deployment of
an ABM system and develop more effective
ICBM'’s, we are making a very comprehensive
study of a new long-range misslle system.
(page 241).

", . . I have not alluded in the statement
to the arms race, although it would definite-
1y escalate, In my opinion, at great cost and
no real gain to either side. We are already
reacting to their ABM.” (Page 252, respond-
ing to question by Chairman Russell)

McNamara on ABM defense against China:
*“It is not clear that we need an ABM de-
fense against China. In any event, the lead
time for deployment of a significant Chinese
offensive force is longer than that required
for U.S. ABM deployment; therefore, the de-
cision for the latter need not be made now.”
(Page 60).

Mr., McGOVERN. I will now read into
the Recorp two or three paragraphs
from that testimony.

‘The Secretary had this to say:

In this connectlon, it is worth noting that
had we produced and deployed the Nike-Zeus
system proposed by the Army in 1059 at an
estimated cost of $13 to $14 billion, most
of it would have had to be torn out and
replaced, almost before it became operation-
al, by the new missiles and radars of the
NIEE-X system. By the same token, other
technological developments in offensive
forces over the next seven years may make
obsolete or drastically degrade the NIKE-X
system as presently envisioned . .. . (page
57).

The Secretary then makes some other
interesting points that, to me, are very
conflicting,

He said:
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Even before the systems became operation-
al, pressures would mount for their expan-
slon at a cost of still additional billions, "The
unprotected, or relatively unprotected, areas
of the United States would ciaim that their
tax doliars were being diverted to protect
New York and Washington while they were
left naked.

Mr. CLARK. The original argument
included the suggestion that first 25 and
then 50 of our cities would be protected
by the amtiballistic missile system con-
sisting of the peripheral defense called
Spartan, and the spot defense which is
called Sprint. The Pentagon was pres-
sured to make the choice of what cities
should be selected, and they did issue a
list of 25 cities, and then a list of 50
cities.

I was a little concerned at the inade-
guate protection going to some of the
cities in my home State of Pennsylvania.
High up on the list was Charleston, S.C.,
a city with a population in the mneigh-
borhood of 83,000.

It was suggested by me—and I was
taken to task by the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Taurmonp] for the sug-
gestion—that perhaps the Pentagon just
might have been influenced in choosing
Charleston, S.C., by the fact that the
chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee lives in that area.

I am not imputing motives to anyone.
But can one think of the result of the
Pentagon being involved in selecting par-
ticular cities for defense as to
letting it be done by the political agents,
the President and the Congress, and can
anyone think of what chances he would
have to get elected in his own district or
State if he did not insist that every city
be included in the area? If would run
the cost up overnight because of the
pragmatic situation I have been talking
about.

Mr. McGOVERN. Secretary McNa-
mara in testifying before the committee
said:

For these and other reasons, I believe that,
once started, an ABM system deployed with
the objective of protecting the United States
against the Soviet Union would require an
expenditure on the order of $40 billlon over
& 10-year period. (footnote, page 232)

I can assure the Senator that every
Senator would feel the same way. If my
State were to be left out of a defensive
system, I would feel obligated to do
everything I possibly could to have it
included.

I would not have any great confidence
in the ability of the system to protect
anybody, but nevertheless with the kind
of emotional insecurity that exists, even
if there were only some outside chance
that we might hit one of these incoming
missiles, one would want to make every
effort to have his State included.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I point out
what I have pointed out before on the
floor of the Senate, and what I think is
worth repeating.

In the hearings on the antiballistic
missile system conducted by the Sub-
committee on Disarmament of the For-
eign Relations Committee, on which sub-
committee I serve—and originally in ex-
ecutive session, but later the classifica-
tion was removed so that it is now public
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information—all of our experts testified
that we could destroy Moscow tomorrow
despite its much wvaunted antiballistic
missile system, and that Moscow could
destroy us the day after tomorrow—
Washington, New York—pick the city or
State. The experts were all of the view
that our system would be utterly ineffee-
tive even if it were built, because the
technology, which I will not attempt to
describe in detail, requires that the in-
coming missile be identified by radar
long enough before it reaches its target
to enable the antiballistic missile to go
up and intercept it in outer space, or pos-
sibly very high in space. This eannot be
done because the effect of knocking down
the first missile is to obfuscate the radar
s0 that it cannot identify the oncoming
second or third attacking missile.

Even if that were not true, there are
s0 many devices by which the effective-
ness of radar can be destroyed by an ade-
quate offense which is aware of the prob-
lem, that the chances of the second,
third, or fourth missile not getting
through to its target are almost minimal.

Mr. McGOVERN. I know that the Sen-
ator, who is an expert, which I am not,
has pointed out on the floor of the Sen-
ate a good many times how much more
economical it would be to increase our
offensive power.

Mr. CLARK. Of course, this is Secre-
tary McNamara's deeply held opinion,
and he has been overruled.

Mr. McGOVERN. A good many of our
armament experts have pointed out over
the years that they hope the Soviets
would build an antiballistic missile sys-
tem because they would be wasting their
money when, by a much smaller expendi-
ture, we could overwhelm that system.

Presumably, it would work the same
way for the other side.

Mr. CLARK. I am sure the Senator is
correct.

Mr. McGOVERN. I would like to read
into the Recorp one other paragraph
from the article by Mr. Diamond. With
reference to the argument that it is not
directed against the Soviets, but against
the Chinese, Mr. Diamond has this to
S8y

If Peking is sulcidally mad enough to
mount an attack on a country possessing 200
times more nuclear power than it has, then
no amount of objeetive reality in the form
©of an American ABM barrier can dissuafie
the Chinese from their insanity. If the Chi-
nese are bent on nuclear genocide, they
could smuggle an atomic bomb into San
Francisco Harbor aboard a freighter and
detonate it. No ABM system can protect us
agalnst such mad adventures.

It seems to me, considering the state
of the Chinese economy today and their
missile development, that even if they
did have such an insane motion as at-
tacking the United States, that would
be the form it would take, using a ship
or perhaps smuggling it into the coun-
try in various ways and exploding it in
one of our harbors or one of our in-
ternal cities, rather ‘than relying on
shooting missiles, a field in which we
clearly have the superiority.

Again, T thank the Senator for his ex-
cellent statement today. I agree with
every word, and I hope that somehow the
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wisdom of his remarks will be heard and
felt in the executive branch.

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend, the
Senator from South Dakota, for his sup-
port, which I certainly welcome.

I yield to the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. HART].

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I, too, thank
the Senator from Pennsylvania for
speaking as he has this morning. I do
not know what the odds are that he will
be listened to or that those of us who
say “amen” to him will be heard.

Mr. CLARK. We will hope for the
best.

Mr. HART. I hope we are not perform-
ing a useless function here this morn-
ing, because I sense that nothing more
important will be discussed today, to-
morrow, or any week than the point that
the Senator from Pennsylvania seeks to
call to our attention. I thank him for do-
ing it.

The Senator from South Dakota made
an important point. As I understand it,
Iéli;g offense outraces the defense all the

e.

Mr. CLARK. This has been the case
ever since the development of—well, I
suppose before the development of atomic
energy. I am sure I need not remind the
Senator of the Maginot line in World
War II.

I believe the Senator is clearly correct.

Mr. HART. My reason for underscor-
ing this aspect of the matter is in antici-
pation of a reply that will be made to
us by our critics, those who support the
program that we are criticizing now.
They will say, “So what? When gun-
powder was developed, it outmoded the
bow and arrow,” but our ecrities will
argue, it was known something would
come along more effective than gun-
powder. Did it follow that we should not
have armed ourselves against those who
used bows and arrows?

The point we are trying to make is
that some major power at some point in
today’s devices of destruction must say,
“Let’s stop.”

Mr. CLARK. “Let's stop and turn
around and deaccelerate this mad arms
race.”

Mr. HART. Exactly. I hope sight is
not lost of this point in reaction to our
discussion this morning.

Those who propose the limited system
and those who stand here this morning
critical of it speak in an effort—and it
is sincerely entertained, I know—to save
lives. Those who want to put up this
screen advocate it because, as they say,
it will frighten the Chinese, or some-
thing, or it will reassure Paris, or it will
undercut De Gaulle and reassure Berlin.
Many nuances are put into this matter.

Those of us who criticize it say that
if we do not stop at this point, how
can we look forward to any kind of con-
structive arms control discussion? If we
have 200 times—or whatever it is—more
offensive power in these weapons than
China, and if we put up this limited
screen, when can we in logic look to the
Kremlin to stand still? Our actions be-
lie the fact that we want them to sit
down and talk about turning down the
heat in the interest of saving lives.

This is perhaps the most important
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point the Senator from Pennsylvania
seeks to make this morning.

Mr. CLARK. I am delighted that the
Senator from Michigan has put his finger
on that point. I agree with him that it
is very important, indeed.

Mr. HART. I heard a wise man com-
ment that logic cries out against this
limited system; that politics cries out for
it; that there is no basis in logic for doing
it, and there is no political justification
for avoiding it. If we take that approach
to all our problems, we will be in the
kind of deep trouble the Senator from
Pennsylvania cautions us against.

Mr. CLAREK. I wonder whether the
Senator would agree with me that this
is not as politically wise as superficially
it might appear.

Four or five billion dollars would be
taken out of the economy to build this
utterly useless antiballistic missile sys-
tem, and that amount would be added to
a contemplated deficit of $30 billion for
the current year. We are unable to de-
vote the resources essential to remedy
the plight of our cities and even to stop
the riots, if we wish to take that limited
point of view, and more and more people
are beginning to appreciate this fact.
Therefore, the primitive suggestion—I
call it primitive advisedly—that the ex-
penditure of this money is good politics
just does not stand up.

I may well be running for reelection
in Pennsylvania next year. I do not know
whether or not I will. I certainly would
not have the slightest hesitation in vigor-
ously opposing, during the course of my
campaign, the expenditure of this money
for such a useless purpose. I have suf-
ficient confidence in the commonsense
of the people of my Commonwealth to
believe that would be the better side of
the political argument.

Mr. HART. I hope that others will con-
sider the point that the Senator from
Pennsylvania has made and reject, or at
least question, the assumption that it is
good polities to put up this limited
screen.

I rise to protest the program not in
the belief that I am doing something
heroic. I share the notion of the Senator
from Pennsylvania that there may be
no political danger in standing on the
floor of the Senate and saying that this
program does not make sense. Many peo-
ple believe it does not make sense, but
do not say so.

Mr. CLARK. Those people, in my judg-
ment, vastly underestimate the intelli-
gence of the average American voter.

Mr., HART. I believe that the average
American voter will, in his decision a
year from now, include this aection in
the agenda that he will be ticking off.
He knows that we have this morning the
power to incinerate most of China. He
knows that the Chinese leadership knows
that too, The Chinese leadership will be
responsible or irresponsible, and the set-
ting up of a limited screen will not con-
tribute to their degreee of responsibility
7 cents’ worth,

But it will cost us $5 billion to start
with, and on a bookkeeping basis alone,
that makes no sense at all, The Russians
put up ABM screens around several of
their cities. The United States would now
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put up a thin screen to protect, it is

said, against China in the next few
years. On it goes with each step calling
forth greater and newer offensive weap-
on development, outmoding the screens,
calling for still more screens. The way to
save lives is by turning down, not up,
and this moment in arms control negoti-
ations calls for us to turn down—or at
least not turn up—this ABM screen.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.
I certainly welcome his support.

Mr, President, the press in many areas
has been quite incisive in its analysis of
the futility and, indeed, the folly of the
decision to deploy an antiballistic mis-
sile system.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks a number of press articles
;elating to this subject. They are as fol-
OWS:

The first is an article entitled “Allies
Foresee New Danger. Europe Suspects
Thin ABM Is Step to Massive System,”
written by Murrey Marder, the well-
known news analyst, and published in
the Washington Post for today, October
9, 1967.

Second, an editorial entitled “Genie
Out of the Bottle,” published in the New
York Times of September 20, 1967. The
editorial takes the position that the de-
cision is unsound.

Third, an editorial entitled “The
Wrong Race,” published in the Wash-
ington Post of September 19, 1967. The
editorial quotes Secretary of Defense
McNamara as saying:

There is a kind of mad momentum intrin-
sic to the development of all new nuclear
weaponry.

Fourth, an article entitled “In the Na-
tion: A Nightmare Debate,” written by
Tom Wicker, and published in the New
York Times of September 19, 1967.

Fifth, an editorial entitled “An Omi-
nous Decision,” published in the Provi-
dence Journal of September 20, 1967.

Sixth, an article entitled “A Defense
Policy and New Dangers,” written by
Adam Yarmolinsky, and published in
the Washington Post of September 28,
1967. Mr. Yarmolinsky was formerly spe-
cial assistant to Secretary of Defense
Robert S. McNamara and is currently a
professor of law at Harvard University.

Seventh, an article entitled “State of
Affairs,” written by Clayton Fritchey,
and released on September 25, 1967, by
the syndicate which publishes Mr.
Fritchey's able column.

Eighth, an article entitled “New Soviet
Crisis Seen Over U.S, Missile Plan,” writ-
ten by Victor Zorza, who writes for the
Manchester Guardian. The article is the
first in a series and was reprinted in the
Washington Post of September 20, 1967.

Ninth, an article published in the New
Yorker magazine of September 30, 1967.
It is the first item in the column, The
Talk of the Town, which is always at the
front of that brilliant weekly.

Mr. President, I believe that these
statements of the press represent the
most intelligent public reaction to this
decision. I hope that they will be read
most carefully by all readers of the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
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objection to the request of the Senator
from Pennsylvania?

There being mo objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 9, 1987]

ALLies ForesSeE NEw DanGeR—EUROPE BUs-
reECTS THIN ABM Is STEP TO MASSIVE S¥S-

TEM
(By Murrey Marder)

A rumble of suspicion is spreading in West-
ern Europe about the intentions behind the
“light” anti-missile system announced by
the United States last month.

Defense Secretary Robert 8. McNamara, in
unvelling the #5 billion project on Sept. 18,
stressed that it was solely designed “to deter
China from nuclear blackmaill.” A McNamara
deputy, Asslstant Secretary Paul C. Warnke,
‘'on Friday publicly underscored that Iimited
objective.

Many European experts (and some Ameri-
can specialists as well) suspect, however,
that the limited “China-oriented” anti-bal-
listic missile plan 1s the first step toward
what the Johnson Administration adamantly
insists 1t 1s not:

An ultimate, massive ABM system to Try
1o ward off danger of a SBoviet missile attack,
matched by an equally massive Russian de-
ployment to protect Soviet territory.

It is McNamasara's determined desire, which
Warnke reiterated for the Johnson Adminis-
tration, to avoid that kind of an outcome
by getting Boviet apgreement to llmit a mis-
sile race spiral. But the skeptics maintain
that the U.8. foot has now joined the Soviet
foot on the escalatar.

The suspicion in Europe and elsewhere
about the end result is not directed so much
at McNamara's or the Administration’s de-
sires or objectives, but at thelr ability to
accomplish them.

Desplte Administration denials, the skep-
tics attribute the UB. decision to launch a
limited ABM system to internal political-
military-industrial pressures in the United
States, rather than fo planned defense ob-
Jectives. These pressures, they believe, will
drive the United Btates into just the anti-
missile race the Administration is pledged to
endeavor to escape.

An advance guard of Western Europeans is

two superpowers. They fear that Western
Europe may be sed to new danger as the
United States and the Soviet Union mutually
reinforce their own defenses.

What is potentially more troublesome for
‘the two nmuclear giants is that Western En-
rope’s leaders are far readier than ewer to
challenge Washington-Moscow declsions that
affect their fate. Moreover, they have oppor-
tunity to do so by footdragging on some-
thing that the superpowers want—the pend-
ing treaty to ban the spread of nuclear
weapons,

EFFECTIVENESS OF SYSTEMS

So far, the relatively few Europeans who
have come to grips with the anti-missile
problem are divided on the effectiveness of
ABM systems and their impact on Europe,
But even if their thinking does not coalesce,
it can still mean grief for Washington par-
ticularly and for the North Atlantic Alliance,

At Ankara, Turkey, in a Sept. 28-29 meet-
ing of the seven-nation Allied Nuclear Plan-
ning Group, McNamara succeeded in mollify-
ing Western defense ministers about the
American decision of Sept. 18 to deploy a
“light” ABM system. It was sprung wupon
them with short notice, and no consultation,
even though Britain had been scheduled
since April to report at the meeting on the
ramifications of a possible anti-missile sys-
tem for Western Europe.

Once again, McNamara's dazzling style of
showering statistlcs and rationales on skep-
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ties apparently was effective. But past per-
formance shows that this techmique often
only suppresses doubt, without eliminating
1t. There are some indiestions that a “‘morn-
ing after” reaction already is developing.

Inquiries by The Washington Post in
Western European capitals show there is
widespread bellef that political factors pro-
duced the U.S. decision of Sept. 18 for a
limited ABM deployment.

SUSPICION AROUSED

This conviction, in turn, has aroused Eu-
Topean suspiclon that political and “mili-
tary-industrial® forces inside the TUnited
Btates will, in turn, push it Into massive
ABM deployment, over McNamara's opposi-
tion, if mecessary. McNamara has insisted
that the result wonld be only a mutually-
offsetting expenditure of about $40 billion
each for the Soviet Union and the United
States, without any gain in security, be-
cause each nation’s offense could penetrate
the other's defense.

According to Amerlcan sources, the politi-
cal suspicion is correct so far as the timing
of the Johnson Administration's Sept. 18
decision was concerned. The Administration,
inevitably, has denied that politics influ-
enced its decision in any way.

The United States, in the absence of So-
viet readiness to begln talks on limiting
muclear missilery, was originally headed, ac-
cording to unofficial sources, toward a De-
cember anmouncement of a *light” ABM de-
ployment.

President Johnson, however, confronted
with soaring Congressional opposition on
all fronts, suddenly accelerated the ABM
timetable in an effort to ease the political
pressures upon him, according to informed
sources,

HEARINGS PLANNED

Among the President’s typically multiple
objectives, it is said, was a desire to out-
flank =zealous pro-ABM forces in hearings
planned by Sen. Hemry M. Jackson (D-
Wash.), plus an atiempt to solicit support
for the President's stymied tax increase pro-
posal from pro-ABM members of Congress.

The ABEM announcement was geared to
help counter charges from hawks on Viet-
niam policy that the administration addi-
‘tionally was risking the Wation's defenses
by avolding any ABM deployment.

A blanket denial that any “Outside and
unrelated pressures” influenced the Admin-
istration's ABM decision was newly made
Friday by .Assistant Defense Secretary
Warnke. The “decision to deploy,” he sald
in a major Administration speech, "resulted
sdlely from a careful consideration of the
securlty interests of the United States and
its Alljes.”

“The *“Chinese-oriented ABM system,” saild
Warnke, was carefully designed to avoid trig-
gering “an acceleration of the strategic arms
race with the Soviet Union.” By building pro-
tectlon against the outside possibility that
“the Chinese leadership might panic and
press the button,” he said, the United States
sought to remove doubts among Asians who
ask, “for example, if the United States would
really be willing to risk Detroit to save a
small Asian nation.”

NUCLEAR TREATY

Special concern, said Warnke, was given to
the gquestion of whether this thin ABM de-
ployment might impair American-Soviet ef-
forts to achieve a treaty to halt the spread
of nuclear weapons. “We came to the con-
clusion,” he said, “‘that our Chinese-oriented
ABM deployment should make it easler, and
not harder, for countries in Asia to sign the
NPT (non-proliferation treaty).”

No attempt, however, was made to make
the same claim where the Europeans are
concerned. The decision, in fact, has had the
reverse effect there,

To the Western Europeans, China 1s very
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remote, its potential physical threat to them
is remote, and extra suspicion therefore falls
on the T.5. declsion.

Western Europesns, precccupied with the
Boviet Union and their own security, auto-
matically interpreted the U.S. decision in
that dimension.

What looms in West Germany’s official con-
cern is that the mmuclear non-proliferation
treaty that the Soviet Union and the United
States are urging it to participate in, might
preclude & Western European anti-missile
systems, because an ABM system employs nu-
clear warheads to knock down incoming
missiles.

REACTION IN BONN

From Bonn, Dan Morgan of The Washing-
ton Post Forelgn Service reported that the
American ABM decision has further under-
mined the credibility of U.8. intentions about
the nuclear treaty. Some Germans are con-
tending that the U.S. action has cast doubt
on the stabillty of the existing nuclear “‘bal-
lance of terror,” and that the whole structure
of defense concepts may require reexamina-
tion.

But paradoxically, the British position, as
stated at Scarborough, England, last week by
Defense Minister Denis Healey is that: “There
is no evidence whatsoever that any ABM sys-
tem of which we have any kmowledge today
will produce a imeaningful deterrent against
a major nuclear power.”

Healey expressed a similar position in pri-
vate talks at Ankara with defense ministers
of the United States, Germany, Ttaly, Tur-
key, Canada and the Netherlands.

There the defense chiefs discussed, Inoon-
clusively, whether any anti-missile system
could be effective agalnst the seven or eight
hundred Soviet intermediate-range ballistic
missiles targeted on Western Europe. The
shorter range makes the problem technologl-
cally different from countering missiles fired
between continents. Beyond that, Europe's
close, crowded citles compound the problem
of operating separate, mational systems. The
alternative, a multinational anti-missile sys-
tem, raises the familiar nuclear force wli-
lemma of who will pay for it, and more im-
partantly, whose finger will be on the trigger.

EFFICACY DISPUTED

At the top, official level in Britain, the
Washington Post bureau in London reported,
one source said he accepts the American word
that its limited ABM is directed at China and
not against Russla. But he disputed fhe
efficacy of that system and expressed belief
it was adopted only because of intense polit-
ical pressure in the United States.

An American counter-argument in this de-
bate which is carried on largely behind the
scenes, i{s this: Britain cannot admit that any
ABM system is effective, for to do so would
be to nullify Britaln's own limited nuclear
offensive force.

From Paris, Don Louchheim of The Wash-
ington Post Foreign Bervice reported that
French officlals are having a field day with
the disquiet caused by the Ameriean deci-

“Predictably,” he reported, the French “see
a mew vindication for their policy of dis-
engagement from the Atlantic Alliance,” and
are "playing up the fact that there was Iittle
or no consultation before the decision.™

“SBome Frenchmen have even suggested
that by creating an anti-missile barrier in
the United States, Washington has made Eu-
rope more vulnerable, 8s a common enemy
might prefer to send its muclear weapons
toward undefended targets.”

REAFFIRMING THESIS

“The French, therefore, are quietly capl-
talizing on the ABM decision to reaffirm their
thesis that 1. Europe must fend for itself;
2. A separate French nuclear force is moare
necessary than ever, and 3. NATO is for all
practical purposes an American pawn, where
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Washington calls the fune unilaterally and
everyone must dance to it, whether they
agree or not.”

Gen. Plerre Gallois and other French nu-
clear strategists maintain that the limited
French nuclear force, delivering weapons by
low-flying supersonic planes, can elude any
anti-missile defense. The French contend,
Louchheim reported, that at comparatively
low cost, new attack systems can be devised,
rendering each new defensive screen a costly
anachronism.

By uninterested timing, the new AEM de-
bate inside the Alliance coincides with a con-
ference in Ditchley, England, this week on
proposals for modernizing the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization to cope with the prob-
lems of the future.

Deputy Under Secretary of State Foy D.
Kohler heads one of four subcommitiees that
will coordinate their private reports in a
study initiated last year by Belglan Foreign
Minister Pierre Harmel. These projections
are scheduled to be presented to the NATO
foreign ministers at their December meeting
in Brussels.

The specific subject of a possible ABM
system for Western Europe, however, pres-
ently is not scheduled for further major
discussions until a spring meeting in The
Hague of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group.
These additional studies were requested, at
Ankara, by West Germany and Italy. But in-
evitably the ABM dilemma for Western Eu-
rope can recur and rebound almost anywhere
in Europe.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 20, 1967]
Genie Our oF THE BOTTLE

Secretary McNamara’s San Francisco
speech was evidently a replay of his bril-
liantly reasoned, impassioned appeal to Pre-
mier Kosygin at Glassboro to halt a danger-
ous new round in the strategic nuclear arms
race.

Between these two speeches there inter-
vened President Johnson's decision to build
a “light” anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) sys-
tem, probably designed for defense agalnst
the Republicans as much as against the Com-
munist Chinese. The question now is wheth-
er this secondary decision, taken on what Mr.
McNamara called “marginal grounds,” will
thwart the country’s major security objec-
tive: to get the arms race under control. We
do not think this will advance it.

Mr. Johnson has thrown a §5-billion fish
to the cats. Will it quiet the country's mili-
tary-industrial complex and its Congres-
gional spokesmen? Or will construction of
the proposed ABM defense lead to irresistible
political pressure to build a $40-billion de-
fense program for 25 cities, then fifty or
more? The initial indications are that the
advocates of heavy anti-missile defenses will
not be appeased.

The illusory argument that population will
be truly protected by ABM's and casualties
reduced has a political appeal that the coun-
ter arguments, for all their logic, cannot
match, The fact tends to get lost that of-
fense always outruns the defense and that
both the Soviet Union and the United States
can build sufficient weapons to overwhelm
the other’s ABM system.

The probable effect on this country—a vast
and essentlally useless escalation of arma-
ments expenditure in money and resources—
is bad enough; even more dangerous is the
likely effect on Russia.

“The Soviet Union and the United States
mutually influence one another's strategic
plans,” Mr. McNamara points out. “Actions
—or even realistically potential actions—on
elther side relating to the build-up of nu-
clear forces, be they either offensive or de-
fensive weapons, necessarily trigger reactions
on the other side. It is precisely this action-
reaction phenomenon that fuels an arms
race.”
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The Soviet Union may be reasonably sure
that the current American intention is not
to go beyond a defense against the relatively
weak Chinese threat; but they also know
that present American Intentions could
change and that there are domestic Ameri-
can political pressures which prove especially
effective every two years as elections ap-
proach. Thus what appears clear to Ameri-
cans—that the ABM system is in fact being
built primarily to cope with China—may
not appear so clear to Russians. And if they
act according to their fears, as they usually
do, the race will be on again.

The irony in the decision to go ahead at
this point with anti-missile defense is that,
as Mr. McNamara said, “none of the systems
at the present or foreseeable state of the art
would provide an impenetrable shield over
the United States.” The Boviet Union can
build enough nuclear warheads to saturate
any level of American defense. Even a
Chinese missile attack on a small scale would
probably destroy several American cities.
Security against China will continue to rest
largely on deterrence—and that means the
existence of overwhelming offensive strength.

Some Administrative advisers believe
American work on an anti-missile system
will speed a Soviet response to American
proposals for limitation of offensive and de-
fensive missiles. But the Russians have more
than sufficient incentive to open negotia-
tions; the multiple-warhead offensive mis-
sels the United States already is building
will be able to penetrate Soviet defenses.

The decision to go ahead with a limited
ABM system makes it less likely that the
genie of a new nuclear arms race can be put
back into the bottle. But it remains impera-
tive that every effort continue to bring it
under some kind of control.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 19, 1967]
THE WRONG RACE

“There is a kind of mad momentum in-
trinsic to the development of all new nuclear
weaponry,” BSecretary McNamara sald yes-
terday in announcing President Johnson’s
decision to install a “thin,” *China-oriented"
$5 billion anti-ballistic missile system over
the next five years. And he added: “The
danger in deploying this . . . system is going
to be that pressures will develop to expand
it into a heavy Soviet-oriented ABM system.”

This is indeed the danger, and it is demon-
strated in no emall way by the very decision
which Mr. McNamara made the occasion for
an eloguent and compelling argument
against a race for armaments and in favor of
a "“race toward reasonableness.” Just last
January, Mr. McNamara was telling the Sen-
ate Armed Services that a decision to build
a Chinese-oriented ABM system “need not
be made this year.” In the meantime, he has
produced no fresh evidence which would sug-
gest a heightened Chinese threat. There has,
however, been very heightened political pres-
sure for an American ABM system to counter
suspected ABM deployments by the Russians,
One can only conjecture whether this pres-
sure may not have had something to do with
the decision to announce the beginnings of a
“thin,” anti-Chinese ABM system at this
time, and wonder, too, about the “reasonable-
ness” of this.

Still less is the layman able to judge with
much competence whether such a “thin”
system is needed at all. On this point, the
word and judgment of those who possess the
intelligence data and the incredibly intricate
technical knowledge must be taken largely on
faith, for there was little in the Secretary's
address to document this need.

Where Mr. McNamara was considerably
more persuasive, however, was in his argu-
ment that the next step—towards a heavy
ABM system—would take us snd the Rus-
slans off on a “foolish and reckless course.”
It would, the Secretary sald, be a strong
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Inducement for the Soviets to "vastly In-
crease their own offensive forces.” And this,
he added, would “make it necessary for us
to respond in turn—and so the arms race
would rush hopelessly on to no sensible pur-
pose on either side.”

This is the heart of the matter. And if we
are obliged to assume that the Administra-
tion knows what it's talking about when it
talks of the need for a “thin,” Chinese-
oriented ABM system, we must also assume
that our officlals and our experts and our
scientists also know what they are talking
about when they say that the Russian-
American nuclear arms race has passed the
point where either contestant can hope to
galn decisively by continuing it.

If the Russians want to continue it any-
way, out of false hope or for their own
internal political needs, they would not re-
quire the pretext of the President’s decision
to deploy a new ABM missile system. Pre-
texts for arms spending can always be found.
Conversely, if they see some merit in an
agreement which would ratify the current
stand-off, and slow or halt the nuclear arms
race, they can quite readily ignore our ABM
deployment for they are, after all, installing
some such system of their own.

It is up to them—and up to us. If there
is to be a race ftowards reasonableness, as
Mr, McNamara rightly sald, “we had better
all run that race.”

[From the New York Times, Sept. 19, 1967]
IN THE NaTiow: A NIGHTMARE DEBATE
(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, September 18.—Secretary Mc-
Namara, in announcing the Administration’s
declsion to bulld a limited missile defense
system, provided an unusual glimpse into
the grisly, Strangelovish world of mega-
tonnage and “assured destruction,” where it
makes no sense to “over-destroy” a target,
but where one calculates how many millions
of people must be incinerated before the
damsage becomes "unacceptable” to a soclety
that wants to remain “viable.”

All of that, of course, is merely horrible.
The nuclear planner’s world becomes truly
grotesque—a manijacal joke on humanity—
only when it is realized that nuclear “capa-
bility” is both fearsomely destructive and
practically impotent.

As McNamara polnts out, nuclear capa-
bility cannot stop subversion in Southeast
Asla or force commercial concesslons in
Africa or keep Latin America subservient to
Washington’s wishes. Nuclear capability Is
not like the British Navy in the nineteenth
century, or the Marines, or the Green Berets,
it has none of the practical possibilities for
asserting power or persuading the recalci-
trant that all other weapons possess.

Thus, American nuclear capability, at root,
exists to convince Russian nuclear capability
that it cannot destroy the United States
without causing the Soviet Union to be
destroyed, too; and Soviet nuclear capability
exists for the reverse reason. To use either
for a lesser purpose would be both im-

and dangerous.

This is the macabre proposition that lies at
the root of the dangerous and divisive
political debate that is sure to follow
McNamara’s chilling speech. The question at
issue will be whether the terrible balance
that renders both Soviet and American
nuclear power useless for anything but
mutual destruction is slowly being disrupted
so that nuclear warfare, however infernal,
might become a practical proposition for the
Boviet Union.

Already, influential members of Congress—
backed by some powerful military volices—
are saying that the limited missile defense
system to be erected against possible Chinese
attack should be expanded into a massive
system capable of defending against a Soviet
attack, McNamara argued vigorously against
this proposition with the nightmare logle
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that makes the nuclear planner’'s world so
incredible and so blood-curdling.

Bullding a defense against Soviet attack,
he said, would cause the Soviets vastly to
increase their offensive capability. At the
same time they would surely deploy their
own defensive system to match ours, so that
the United States would have to improve the
American offensive ability. In the end, both
sides would have spent billions; neither
would have achieved additional security;
and the arms race would have spiraled a
notech higher toward that point where the
ultimate confrontation might become inevi-
table.

The counter-arguments are that the Soviet
Union will not in the long run have the tech-
nical and industrial capacity to maintain
such a nuclear race with the United
States; but that if Moscow deploys a missile
defense first, the Soviets may come to be-
lieve that the American nuclear capability
is no longer effective, and that they can
launch a nuclear war without being them-
selves destroyed. There are also those who
belleve that the Soviets already may have
made significant gains in defensive technol-
ogy, which the United States will have to
match.

At a less rarefied level of argument, there
is not much doubt that if the Soviets do pro-
ceed with a missile defense, any American
administration is likely to come under tre-
mendous political pressure to match it, on
the grounds that the security of the Ameri-
can people is at stake.

Thus, in announcing plans to build the
limited defense system, the Administration
took several calculated risks. One was that
the announcement would end any chance of
negotiations with the Soviets on nuclear
arms limitations—although McNamara him-
self belleves the limited nature of the Ad-
ministration plan will, instead, encourage
the Soviets to take part in such talks,

Another was that taking the little step

will produce irresistable political pressure
for taking a large step that McNamara plain-
1y labeled dangerous and foolish, since he
belleves it would set both Washington and
Moscow off on another form of nuclear arms
race.
Finally, If the Soviets believe the limited
defense system is only a first step in a larger
system erected against their nuclear power,
they might move ahead with their own de-
fenses. That would leave McNamara and the
Administration no choice but to enter the
“foolish and reckless” competition they hope
to avoid.

[From the Providence Journal, Sept. 20, 1967]
An Ominous DECISION

The administration’s decision to start
bullding an anti-missile defense system
opens an ominous new chapter in the nu-
clear arms race. It also puts the nation on a
course that is clouded with doubts, uncer-
tainties, and imponderables.

This is to be only a “thin” anti-missile
deployment. As Defense Secretary McNamara
pointed out, no existing or foreseeable de-
fensive system could present an effective
counter to a massive enemy attack on this
country involving swarms of sophisticated
ballistic missiles. The offense still enjoys a
wide margin of superiority over the defense
in this area. No matter how elaborate the
defense system may be, it can be penetrated
and frustrated if the attacker has at his dis-
posal large numbers of missiles equipped
with presently available penetration aids.
Both Soviet Russia and the United States
now have arsenals of such missiles, Mr, Mc-
Namara says, and neither can erect an effec-
tive defense against them.

Why, then was the decision made to pro-
ceed with any anti-missile deployment? It
was made, Mr, McNamara explains, not to
protect against an attack from Soviet Russia,
but to protect against Communist China.
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The Red Chinese now are developing a nu-
clear capacity. By the mid-1970s they are ex-
pected to have a few long-range ballistic
missiles with nuclear warheads. At that time,
Mr. McNamara says, Red China might be so
“incautious” as to attempt a nuclear attack
on the United States.

“It would be insane and suiclidal for her to
do so,”” Mr. McNamara adds, “but one can
conceive conditions wunder which China
might miscalculate. We wish to reduce such
possibilities to the minimum."

The “thin” deployment outlined by the
administration, it is hoped, would be ade-
quate to counter the relatively few and rela-
tively unsophisticated nuclear missiles that
China will have by the 1970s.

The price of this “thin” deployment of an
anti-missile missile system comes high. Some
four billion dollars already has been spent
over the last seven years on preliminary de-
velopment. Mr, McNamara suggests that an
additional five billion may bring the system
into being, though that estimate could bal-
loon to a much higher figure as the com-
plexities are worked out.

But far more disquleting than the costs in-
volved are the pressures from many direc-
tions that are certain to be stimulated by this
decision.

Some of the members of Congress—with
Sen. John O. Pastore in the lead—already are
demanding that we plunge ahead beyond the
proposed “thin" deployment and erect a far
more elaborate defensive system. They are
quite unmoved by Mr. McNamara's argu-
ments that such a system would be utterly
futile.

No matter how carefully the “thin deploy-
ment is worked out, there are certain to be
some cities or some regions that feel they
have been neglected. The consequence inevi-
tably will be pressures from these cities or
regions to extend the system to give them
“protection.”

Nor are our friends abroad likely to view
this development with complacency. Some
of them are possible targets of nuclear black-
mail from Red China. If they see us erecting
an umbrella to protect ourselves from the
Chinese threat, is it not logical to expect that
they will pressure us to extend the umbrella
to include them?

More subtle pressures unquestionably will
be brought to bear by the aerospace indus-
tries that will profit by this huge expendi-
ture for an anti-missile system, The financial
community already is fingering the potential
galners, and the reaction in Wall Street to
Mr. McNamara's announcement was a surge
in the prices of stock of affected companies.

The total effect of these various pressures
will be a massive effort to force us far be-
yond the relatively modest proposal outlined
by Mr. McNamara. The Defense Secretary
must have been aware of this consequence,
for at one point in his address he observed:
“There is kind of mad momentum intrin-
sic to the development of all nuclear weap-
onry."”

There is, indeed, and a serious problem for
the nation in the period ahead almost surely
will be trying to keep our wits and our sense
of values as we are swept along on this “mad
momentum."”

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 28, 1967]
A DeFENSE PoLicY AND NEW DANGERS
(By Adam Yarmolinsky)

(NoTe—The writer, former special assist-
ant to Defense Secretary Robert 8. Me-
Namara, is currently a professor of law at
Harvard Unlversity.)

The administration’s decision to produce
a light anti-ballistic missile system as a de-
fense against the threat of a possible Chinese
nuclear attack by the mid-1970's was her-
alded by the most carefully hedged pro-
nouncement of major military policy ever
delivered in public. But all that care may
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not have been enough to prevent a new arms
race.

Secretary McNamara spent the great bulk
of his oversize (for him) San Francisco
speech explaining why an anti-ballistic mis-
slle system almed at Soviet missiles would
do us no good at all. He argued that the only
reasonable U.S. response to a major Soviet
anti-missile buildup would be fo increase
the number and sophistication of our own
missiles, so that we would be quite sure that
we still had what is called an assured sec-
ond-strike capability. That is Pentagon lan-
guage for the power to get through and
knock out the Soviet Union with our surviv-
ing nuclear weapons, even after we had sus-
tained the heaviest strike the Russians could
launch against us. He also pointed out that
the inevitable Soviet response to a TU.S.
anti-ballistic missile system almed at catch-
ing their missiles in midair would be to build
up their nuclear arsenal until they could
saturate any ABM system we set up—and
there was no doub’ about thelr having the
resources to do it. He went on to say that
the United States had clear nuclear superior-
ity over the Soviet Union—in raw mega-
tonage, as well as in numbers of weapons
deliverable on target—but that this su-
perlority, which would continue for the fore-
seeable future, did not and could not prevent
the Soviets from acquiring a second-strike
capability of their own.

With both sides able to destroy each other,
but only at the price of self-destruction, we
and the Soviets are indeed like Churchill’s
two scorpions in a bottle, and nuclear power
is indeed an instrument of very limited ef-
fectiveness. In Berlin, in Korea, in Vietnam,
nuclear power is of no value, on either side.

But the United States is still about to
build an ABM system designed to catch any
Chinese missile that might be thrown
at us in the next decade. Secretary McNam-
ara was at great pains to emphasize that
neither the anti-Chinese system nor any
system we could deploy would be effective
against Soviet missiles. And he warned of
the twin dangers of persuading ourselves
that, with an anti-Chinese ABM system,
our nuclear power could somehow substitute
for conventional forces in Asia, or of sliding
into the production of a more elaborate
system directed against the Soviets.

There are a number of questions, how-
ever, that were not railsed in his speech:
why should the United States abandon
reliance ' on its nuclear deterrent as an
effective means to persuade the Chinese not
to risk self-destruction? What if the Chi-
nese were to threaten the United States
with a surface missile based on a junk
anchored a hundred miles off the California
coast? Or a sultcase bomb smuggled into the
country? If we can, and must rely on the
deterrence of our assured second-strike capa-
bility not to be blackmailed by these possibil-
ities, why can't we rely on deterrence agalnst
Chinese ICBMs?

But the decision has been taken. The
important issue now is whether we can
avoid dangers foreshadowed in the
McNamara speech. Is it really possible to re-
sist the pressures to expand the new system?
If the projected talks with the Sovlets
fail to produce mutual restraints on building
ABMs, will we find ourselves in another stage
of the nuclear arms race that gives us no
more military security, consumes immense
resources, and only makes it harder to reach
essential political agreements like the non-
proliferation treaty

Even Soviet scientists concede that a po-
litical decision by the Soviet Government
to deploy a major ABM system would be irra-
tional. Surely the United States can avoid
playing follow-the-leader in so0 senseless
and dangerous a game. The issue is com-
plex, but not so complex that it can’'t be
understood, If properly explained, by those
who will stop to read about it. President



October 9, 1967

Elsenhower’s warning about the military in-
dustrial complex is relevant here, but with
vigilance it can be resisted, particularly since
the defense budget has been remarkably
well-protected from the kind of congres-
sional log-rolling that goes on with, say,
rivers and harbor appropriations.
[From Newsday, Sept. 25, 1967]
STATE OF AFFAIRS

{By Clayton Fritchey)

NEw TYorxk—There is one unremarked
peculiarity about the Administration’s new
“light” defense against the Chinese nuclear
missiles which calls for further explanation.

The building of the projected anti-ballis-
tic missile (ABM) system apparently can be

in its tracks by merely one Russian
diplomatic move, or at least that seems to
be the message that emerges from further
study of Defense Secretary McNamara's ex-
position of the government’s present nuclear
strategy.

Not having any faith in the effectiveness
of ABMs, and knowing they might ultimately
cost the U.S. $40 billion or more, the Ad-
ministration has been trying for months to
get an agreement with Russia against their
deployment, either on a “heavy” or “light”
scale.

Now, however, under increasing political
and military pressure to build an anti-mis-
sile system in the U.S., the Administration
has given ground, but it is significant that
it emphasizes it has not lost hope that it can
still reach an agreement with Russia to halt
an ABM race.

McNamara is still pointedly saylng *“Both
our nations would benefit from a properly
safeguarded agreement first to limit, and
later to reduce, both our offensive and de-
fensive strategic nuclear forces.” And he
added, “We hope we can . . . achieve such an
agreement.” Later, the State Department's
spokesman said the same thing. “We intend
to continue trying,” he sald.

Beginning today, Secretary of State Rusk
will be at the United Nations for a week
where he will be discussing missiles (among
other things) with Andrel Gromyko, the So-
viet Foreign Minister, The U.S. Ambassador
to Russla, Llewellyn Thompson, and the chief
U.S. disarmament negotiator, Willlam C. Fos-
ter, also will be on hand.

But if Russia accedes to our wishes, and
agrees to an ABM freeze, what happens to
the Administration’s newly-announced plan
for a missile defense system against Commu-
nist China? The implication is that it would
be dropped, but, intentionally or not, there
remains some confusion about this.

It goes without saying that Russia would
hardly agree to a freeze if the U.S. insisted
on going ahead, as planned, for the next five
years with an new ABM system which could
be used to defend against Russia as well as
China. But if the Administration halts its
ABM in order to get the agreement
it desires so much, does that leave the U.S.
exposed to a Chinese nuclear attack? Or was
that threat mostly conjured up to justify
spending billions to develop the ABMs?

Alas, poor McNamara: it always devolves
on him to try to explain to the public why
it is urgent for the Administration to do
things that it previously had sald were un-
desirable, unnecessary, impracticable, extrav-
agant, and dangerous. Such as bombing Ha-
nol and Haiphong. Such as the “barrier”
across Vietnam. Such as the new ABM de-
fense.

In announcing the anti-Chinese missile
plan, McNamara made a withering attack on
the whole ABM principle of defense. He vir-
tually reduced it to fantasy. As a clincher,
he said: “The four prominent sclentists (who
served as advisers to Eisenhower, Kennedy,
and Johnson) have unanimously recom-
mended against the deployment of an ABM
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system designed to protect our population
against Soviet attack.”

McNamara's case against the effectiveness
of ABMs is, in fact, so logical and overwhelm-
ing that it is hard to take seriously his in-
volved explanation of why it is neverthe-
less necessary to develop an ABM system to
save ourselves from China. Peking has al-
ready astonished the world with the speed
of its nuclear development. If, as McNamara
says, Russia can easily penetrate the “heav-
iest” possible ABM defente, it surely cannot
be long before China is able to penetrate a
“light'" one.

The ABMs may not prove very effective
against China when 1t develops long-range
nuclear capacity, but momentarily at least
they have knocked the wind out of Adminis-
tration critics who had hoped to make polit-
ical capital of the issue, which, after all, is
an important mission, too.

Even more important, though, is what the
Administration will say when and if the U.S.
and Russia agree on an ABM freeze. Who will
be tapped to tell the American public why
China is suddenly no longer a nuclear threat
to the U.8., and hence the new anti-missile
system is no longer needed? We hope it isn't
McNamara. He deserves relief,

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 20, 1967]
New Sovier Crisis SEEN Over U.S. MissiLe
PLAN
(By Victor Zorza)

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara's
announcement that the United States is to
build an ABM system to protect itself against
China threatens to precipitate a major erisis
in the Kremlin, of the kind that led to the
fall of Ehrushchev in 1064,

Many Soviet leaders will insist, in spite of
McNamara’s strenuous effort to reassure
them, that the American ABM system is de-
signed to neutralize not only Chinese but
also Soviet missiles. They will therefore use
the American announcement as ammuni-
tion in their struggle, which has grown in-
creasingly intense in recent months, to get a
much bigger slice of the nation’s resources
for a major rearmament

In this struggle Brezhnev, the party secre-
tary, stands by and large on the military
platform, and Premier Kosygin on the civil-
ian.
Evidence gleaned between the lines of the
Soviet press shows that Kosygin's position
has already been dangerously undermined
by the military political lobby. It is now in
danger of collapsing altogether.

The KEremlin policy struggle is not a
straight-forward contest between civilians
and military. Nor is it a stark confrontation
between those who simply want more money
for defense, and those who prefer to have
more consumer goods. Within this rough and
ready outline, it is possible to discern con-
tradictory trends and cross-currents, the
most important of which concerns the Soviet
ABM program.

Whether the Soviet Union is to build a
full-fledged ABM has been a major
political issue in the Kremlin for many years,
There is no reason to assume that the ABM
installations around Moscow represent an ad-
vanced system. There is even less reason to
make any such assumption about Soviet
installations elsewhere—near Leningrad and
Tallin, east of the Urals, or in South Russia,

EFFICACY QUESTIONED

The latest outburst of the Soviet ABM de-
bate became evident in February, when some
of Russia’s highest military authorities took
mutually contradictory positions in public
on the efficacy of the Soviet system. Some of
the statements, made on Armed Forces Day,
could be read as saying that the Soviet ABM
system was capable of providing reliable de-
fenses—while others seemed designed to sug-
gest that it provided no such thing.
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The controversy was still at full tilt earlier
this month when Marshal Krylov, the com-
mander-in-chief of the strategic missile
forces, listed publicly the factors which “en-
sure that rockets are virtually invulnerable,
especially when used en masse.”

For Krylov to say that missiles are “virtu-
ally invulnerable” is to deny any validity to
the argument in favor of a Soviet ABM. For
him to argue that large numbers make them
even less vulnerable is to say that he wants
more missiles, not more ABMs. This is much
the same as McNamara's own arguments
against *hose who want an anti-Soviet ABM.

The contrary view has been expressed most
recently by Marshal Chuikov, the head of
civil defense, who listed “our ABM™ as being
among “the best means of defending our
country against a nuclear attack."” It was
their task to ensure, he sald, that hostile
missiles “will be destroyed even before they
approach Soviet borders.

The inconclusive nature of the Soviet pol-
icy debate and the shifting alignments with-
in even the military leadership, are best
shown by the fact that during the February
outburst Marshal Chulkov was still among
those who tended to cast doubt on the
effectiveness on an ABM.

FPRESSURE INCREASES

But after February it became evident that
the pressure for a Soviet ABM had greatly
increased, and Marshal Chuikov's change of
front is only one of a number of indications
of the growing strength of the military-
political lobby. The pressure found vent pub-
lely in the military press, which had also
provided similar indications, just before the
fall of Khrushchev, of the gradual weaken-
ing of his position.

At that time, the military-political lobby
urged the allocation of greater resources to
heavy industry and to steel production which
provide, even in modern times, the necessary
underpinning for defense industries. The
same symbols, and issues, have re-emerged
in the course of the current Soviet policy
debate, but this time they are linked with
the demand for even greater resources need-
ed to develop and deploy an ABM system.

Modern weapons development, said “Red
Star,” the army paper, had raised the role
of economic factors to an “extraordinary” ex-
tent, and had faced the economy—"and par-
ticularly heavy industry”—with a number of
new demands. The production of new weap-
ons, inecluding “anti-missile defenses, re-
gaul:es huge economic efforts,” the newspaper

The military competition with the civilian
sector for more money was only one element
in the struggle. Kosygin was the great cham-
pion of the economic reform which would, in
his view, improve Russia's economic and
sclentific potential so greatly as to provide
the country with the necessary defense ca-
pability. Indeed, Eosygin's argument can be
read as pressing for economic reform as the
best way to provide the necessary military
strength,

But writers in “Communist of the Armed
Forces” argued that the reform, and econom-
ic and sclentific potential, did not of them-
selves constitute military strength. “Actual
defense measures,” they argued, “are also
necessary.” And the implication was that
those who were stressing the economic aspect
were neglecting the real needs of defense.

How the fortunes of the battle went could
best be judged by observing the debate on
steel production. Under Khrushchev, this
fight led to the identification of the military-
political lobby as “metal eaters” in attacks
on them published in the SBoviet press.

After the fall of Khrushchev the steel pro-
duction target was increased, but last year
the differences between Brezhnev and Kosy-
Ein on this issue were almost allowed to
come out in public. At the Party congress,
Brezhnev condemned (Ehrushchev's) *“in-
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correct viewpoint” that modern substitutes
would reduce the need for steel, and an-
nounced that this error would now be put
right in the development of the steel
industry.

BREZHNEV CHALLENGED

Kosygin, on the other hand, opened his
remarks on steel by assuring the Congress
that the industry had “considerable achieve-
ments” to its credit, and that in some ways
it had even surpassed “the most developed
capltalist countries.” He was, in effect. chal-
lenging Brezhnev's implied view that the
country needed much more steel, By last May
Brezhnev also came to praise the steel in-
dustry—but only in order to bury Kosygin.
He recalled that before the last war Russia
was producing 18 million tons of steel; after
the war this rose to 60 million, and now it
was a 100 million. “And still,” he said, “this
cannot sal us.”

It evidently satisfied Kosygin, but not
the military-political lobby. Although the
official steel target for 1970 is 124-129 million
tons, Eosygin's planners had sabotaged it so
effectively that the party leadership was con-
strained to issue a public rebuke to them.

This was in the form of a joint decision
by the party central committee and the
Government, which declared the “accelerat-
ed development” of the steel industry to be
a highly important national task. It there-
fore ordered the “substantial intensification”
of capital construction in the steel industry
to enable it to achieve the 1970 output
targets.

This can only mean that Kosygin, who is
in charge of the economy, had viewed the
proposed massive increase from just over 100
million tons this year to nearly 130 million
tons within the next three years as wrong.

If he had provided the necessary produc-
tion capacity in the first place, there would
have been no need last month to issue or-
ders for a speedup. The announcement was
a major defeat for Kosygin, and a victory for
the military-political lobby, whose pressure
on behalf of heavy industry was also a pres-
sure for steel—and for a Soviet ABM system.

As Marshal Erylov's article showed earlier
this month, the victory of the military
political lobby was confined to the steel is-
sue—otherwise he would not have been able
to publicly denigrate the effectiveness of the
ABM

But if the United States is building one,
then those Soviet leaders who might have
been willing to engage in talks on an ABM
moratorium with the U.S. will have had the
ground knocked from under them.

But might the American action provide a
final incentive for the Russians, perhaps, to
engage in talks with the United States, be-
fore deciding on a large-scale Soviet ABM
development? It just conceivably might—
but McNamara would first have to allay the
misgivings which his announcement is bound
to have aroused in the Kremlin,

[From the New Yorker, Sept. 30, 1967]
THE TALK oF THE TowN

For a few encouraging years, it seemed as
if President Eisenhower’s valedictory warn-
ing against “the military-industrial complex”
could safely be set aside. Civilian leadership,
prodded and supported by President Ken-
nedy, overwhelmed the startled generals with
an almost terrifyingly brilliant combination
of cost-analysis techniques, computerized
strategy, and austere human intelligence.
Becretary of Defense McNamara and his men
soon knew more about the business of de-
fense than the military itself, and combined
the courage to make decisions with the skill
to justify them. For a while, the enemies of
“the McNamara revolution” were reduced to
making the extraordinarily feeble and self-
defeating assertion that the new civilian
leadership was too intelligent and logical—
as if the business of defense were properly an
affair of the heart. In any event, new and
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terribly expensive weapons, the B-70 bomber
among them, were rejected by the civilian
leadership—judgments that in retrospect are
for the most part unimpeachable. The effects
of the McNamara years are too deeply em-
bedded to be wholly dislodged, but there is
mounting evidence that the military is now
using the increased leverage given it by the
Vietnam war to reassert is primacy over civil-
ian control, and is finding an increasingly
responsive President and Secretary of State.
The military chiefs’ recommendations for
escalation in Vietnam now become national
policy, despite apparent objections by the
Secretary of Defense. The Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Earle G.
Wheeler, disagrees ever more boldly and pub-
licly with his civilian superiors, and clearly
this superlatively cautious man would not
venture to do so without considerable in-
formal encouragement. Recently, Marine
Commandant General Wallace M. Greene,
Jr.,, took it upon himself to tell the country
that Vietnam was far more important than
any minor disturbances by a few Negro mal-
contents—exactly the kind of military intru-
slon into broad national concerns that
seemed to have disappeared with the Eisen-
hower years. And now all these tokens of a
military renaissance have culminated in the
decision, after a decade-long battle, to build
an anti-ballistic-missile, or A.B.M., system.
Both the Secretary of Defense and the Presi-
dent were previously opposed to such a
system.,

Almost every independent scientific expert
has concluded that a missile-defense system
would be a costly, probably dangerous, and
finally futile addition to the arms race. Yet
we are going to build it just the same, Be-
cause the military and its allies want to.
And because the President is unwilling to
confront the political costs and pressures of
a refusal, Apparently, the most important
reason for the decision is the desire to de-
prive Republicans of the opportunity to make
“the anti-missile gap” an issue in 1968. No
one has clearly defined the phrase “military-
industrial complex.” Certainly, it's not, in any
sense, a coherent and malevolent conspiracy.
Nevertheless, it does exist. It consists basical-
ly of much of the milltary leadership, the
large industrial firms that make weapons,
and the members of Congress who have as-
similated their public careers with the cause
of armed strength. These people are impelled
by motives ranging all the way from the de-
sire for profits, through honest fear, to flerce
patriotic dedication. However, the disparate
impulses invariably converge in a continuous
and powerful advocacy of more and better
weapons and in an opposition to arms con-
trol. With the decision to begin the missile
defense, they have won perhaps thelr great-
est victory.

The arguments that are used to justify
this decision indicate its remoteness from
any logical analysis of the national interest.
Until a few weeks ago, our oificial position
was that we would not set up missile defenses
if the Russians would also refrain. Now we
intend to build a “light"” system (only from
five to ten billion dollars’ worth), to defend
ourselves against still nonexistent Chinese
rockets. Plainly, if we need a defense against
China, then to promise not to set up AB.M.'s
if the Soviet Union similarly held back was a
dangerous blunder, since it would leave us
defenseless against the Chinese. This mask
of illogic must, therefore, conceal the real
consideration: the military and its allies
are eager to get going with missile defenses.
We cannot ufford a real defense against Rus-
sia, which by McNamara's estimate would
cost forty billion dollars, and might well cost
twice as much, and a smaller effort can be
Jjustified only by calling upon that convenient
devil China.

The arguments that swirl around missile
defense are labyrinthine and often technieal.
Yet there are some fairly clear considera-
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tlons—the same ones that led Secretary Mc-
Namara to oppose any defense and that now
support his continuing hostility to a system
for countering Soviet attack. The first such
consideration—and one that in a different of-
ficilal mood would be conclusive—is that
there is no way to build a defense that can-
not be overwhelmed. If the Russians build
enough missiles, or put more warheads on
the missiles they already have, they will be
able to blow us up no matter how many
A.B.M.s we construct. As the Secretary has
said, it is extremely unrealistic to assume
that the Russians would not do this, Of
course, we would do the same. (Soon, scien-
tific progress will lay to rest the archaic for-
mula “One rocket, one city” by topping a
single missile with ten or more hydrogen
bombs, which after crossing the Atlantic to-
gether would disperse to ten different urban
areas.) Thus, after we had spent tens of bil-
lions of dollars and encircled our cities with
nuclear weapons, both countries would still
be able to destroy each other—which is ex-
actly where we are now. If the Soviet Union
should construct defenses while we re-
frained from doing so, we could nullify its
efforts simply by improving our offensive
power, and thus again preserve the now
familiar assurance of mutual destruction.
There is no escape from this logical certainty.
For the important thing about missile de-
fenses is that they will not stop all missiles.
A certaln number will get through. Perhaps
twenty-five per cent, perhaps fifty per cent,
perhaps seventy-five per cent. No one really
knows, and no one will ever know until the
day of Armageddon, There is no way of test-
ing such defenses against all the stratagems
and technological devices that may be con-
trived to deceive them. Anyway, air defense
has invariably proved less effective in actual
combat than on the testing fields. Even if
some distant day of sclentific wonders en-
ables us to guarantee ninety-per-cent per-
fection, then, as ten hydrogen warheads
descend on Washington, there will be, at
most, a few moments for quiet pride in the
fact that nine of them will never reach the
target.

The second consideration is that the po-
tential cost of this particular upward spiral
in the arms race is unlimited. In this respect,
it is the ultimate dream of a weapons system,
The filaw in previous strategies was that once
there were enough missiles to blow the other
fellow up a few times over, no more were
really needed. (We have three or four times
as many as the Russians, but we still assume
they could destroy us.) However, once a race
between defense and offense begins, there is
never enough. Of course, it 1s possible to stop
at any arbitrary point—say, ten billion dol-
lars, or fifty—and we undoubtedly will stop,
but that makes no logical sense. For if you
are serious about defense, you must strive for
a system that really defends you, and since
there is no such system, you must bulld for-
ever. Russia and, ultimately, China will in-
crease their offensive strength to counter our
A.B.Ms, which means we will need more. And
we will increase our own offensive strength
as their defenses grow. All this will be dis-
torted by the pragmatic necessity of assum-
ing that the other side has better defenses
than it actually has and that our own will
not work as well as we have calculated, In
addition, there will be the pressure from un-
guarded cities. After all, it will be hard for
the citizens of Butte, Montana, to under-
stand why they should be left to nuclear
incineration while New Yorkers are permitted
to view the holocaust comfortably on tele-
vision as A.B.M.s swat hostile rockets from
Manhattan skies.

These are among the reasons our govern-
ment has continued to reject a full-scale de-
fense against Russia, though few doubt that,
however limited the present step may be, it
points the way toward far more extensive
systems. For even if we accept today's justi-
fication at face value, the argument for a
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defense agalnst China lacks rational force.
McNamara, with his fatal bent toward in-
tellectual honesty, has practically said as
much, announcing our decision with the far
from ringing affirmation that since we must
be “conservative” and must always take into
account “the possible irrational behavior” of
our foes, “there are marginal grounds for
concluding that a light deployment of U.S.
ABMs . . . is prudent,” and, anyway, “the
system would be relatively inexpensive.”
(Martin Luther King, Roy Wilkins, et al, will
be glad to know it is only five billion dollars
to start.) Such strained and reluctant prose
must surely flow from the Secretary’s knowl-
edge of how little we are buying.

Defensive rockets will be pointed toward
our northern border to intercept Chinese
missiles taking, as the laws of physics rec-
ommend, the great-circle route to America
(although some long-range A.B.M.s will the-
oretically be able to defend other approaches
to the country). This will make it possible for
most collisions to occur over Canada. Other
ABMs will be placed around our missile
“farms,” popularly known as bases. Once the
Chinese build a large-scale striking force—
say, from one hundred to two hundred war-
heads—this defense will be useless for exactly
the same reasons that now apply in the case
of Russia. Thus, its value is limited to the
period between the present—when the Chi-
nese have no missiles—and the time they
enter the select company of nations able to
devastate their enemies. This may be a very
short interval indeed, since once a country
has built its first dozen rockets it can easily,
and swiftly, build a hundred more. If the
Chinese manage to uncover the fact that
many warheads can be carried on a single
missile, the internal may be shortened even
further. Moreover, the ingenious Chinese may
well find ways to avold their assigned routes
and our defenses—for example, delivering
their bombs by submarine and short-range
rockets that will shoot under the system.
While their force remains small, and if they
are unable to fool or circumvent the “light”
defense, it will probably stop a moderately
high proportion of their missiles.

Although the abstractions of strategic
thought lend themselves to infinite combina-
tions of conjectural moves and counter-
moves, the fact is that such a defense would
have little effect on Chinese policy.

The most the Chinese can hope for from a
small striking force is to hold a few Amer-
ican cities hostage to nuclear destruction,
thus increasing our reluctance to get in-
volved in a war with them. Since we must
accept the likelihood that some missiles will
slip through any defense, there is no way to
frustrate this objective. Therefore, we will al-
ways have to assume that the price of an
allout war against China may well be De-
troit, Los Angeles, and Chicago. If we our-
selves should suddenly decide to make a sur-
prise nuclear attack on China, defenses would
be unnecessary, since we could destroy their
missiles on the ground. So our AB.M.s will
save some American lives only if the Chi-
nese impatiently decide to shoot their thirty
or forty missiles at the United States in the
knowledge that the consequence will be the
total destruction of China, instead of waiting
a few years, by the end of which time they
can really do the job properly. Even this
weak justification for the "light" defense is
diluted by the probability that nuclear war
between the United States and China would
involve the Soviet Union, against which there
is no defense.

If this decision takes us toward the prob-
able goal of a much larger defense system,
perhaps the most ominous consequences will
be to the national psyche. Until now, nuclear
war has been a terrifying but rather abstract
possibility. Our weapons of destruction have
been secreted on remote Western ranges, and
their reality has been eommunicated to the
average citizen through the dulling repeti-
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tion of statistics and technical terms. If
A B.M.s expand, nuclear rockets will ring our
major cities, and, undoubtedly, on Armed
Forces Day and other patriotic occasions par-
ents will drive their children out to see the
impressive display of national might. The
dawning awareness that we all live in armed
camps will almost surely have a depressing
effect on our thinking and our way of life.
The constant physical reminder of danger,
with its inevitable addition to the strains of
daily life, may well bring closer the time
when we will finally say, “Let's get it all over
with.” At least, we can be sure it will not help
to liberate the more noble and creative im-
pulses of the human spirit.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excellent article entitled
“MIRV and the Offensive Missile Race,”
written by Robert Kleiman, and pub-
lished in the New York Times of Mon-
day, October 9, 1967; and an article en-
titled “The Grand Illusion,” written by
Edwin Diamond, and published in News-
week magazine of October 2, 1967, from
which I have quoted.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Oct. 9, 1967]
MIRV anp THE OFFENSIVE MISSILE RACE
(By Robert Kleiman)1

Pressure from Congress and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for a heavy antiballiste-mis-
sile (ABM) system oriented to defense
against Soviet attack reflects an old military
weakness: preparing to ght the last war.

Technology has overtaken the ABM. The
United States already has developed an effec-
tive antidote to it—sophisticated multiple
warheads for the new offensive missiles,
Minuteman III and Poseldon, which are to be
deployed in the early 1970's. Official esti-
mates indicate that the Soviet Union can do
the same in five to seven years.

Whatever the case for a “light” ABM de-
fense against primitive Chinese missiles, ar-
guments for either superpower to build a $40
billion missile defense to protect its cities
against the other are now as dated as the
Billy Mitchell bomber-vs.-battleship fight.

A hitherto-secret four-letter acronym,
MIRV—Multiple Independent Re-entry Ve-
hicles, and that key word is “independent”—
describes an advance in nuclear weaponry
that will enable the offense to penetrate any
defense now foreseeable.

“Both our missile defense system and
[Russia's] were designed before MIRV's came
along as a serious possibility,” Secretary Mc-
Namara admits.

One MIRV missile will be able to carry five
or ten or more hydrogen warheads that can
separate in flight, change trajectory several
times and fly independently to five or ten
or more widely dispersed, preselected tar-
gets. Equipped with MIRV, America’'s 1,700
strategic missiles could carry 17,000 or more
separately targetable warheads, dwarfing
the widely discussed Soviet increase this past
year from 300 to about 450 single-warhead
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM’s).

Early in the ABM debate, Secretary Mc-
Namara predicted that the Soviet Union and
the United States would respond to the
other's ABM deployment, if undertaken, by
improving offensive capabilities. *All we
would accomplish,” the Defense Secretary
sald, “would be to increase greatly both their
defense expenditures and ours without any
gain in real security to either side.”

But now, before substantial ABM systems
have been deployed on either side, rapidly
advancing technology has vaulted Washing-

1 Robert Kleiman is a member of the edi-
torial board of The Times.
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ton and Moscow into the offensive missle
race that was feared for the post-ABM perlod.
And this race is far more dangerous and
difficult to control than the race in missile
defenses which the U.S. seeks to head off.

The vast increase in offensive warheads
that MIRV can provide will spur fear by each
that the other is achieving first-strike capa-
bility that permits pre-emptive attack.

Extraordinary advances in missle accuracy
add to this fear. There was a time when ten
incoming missles were required to destroy
one hardened ICBM and its single warhead
in an underground silo. A one-for-one ex-
change is now almost attainable.

In the MIRV era, allowing for misfires and
misses, ten missiles carrying 100 warheads
will be able to destroy 80 to 90 ICBM's caught
in their silos, thus wiping out 800 to 900 en-
emy warheads. If those B00 to 900 were
launched first, the other side would need at
least 800 to 900 antimissile missiles to inter-
cept most of them.

The logic of this arithmetic—by increas-
ing the fear that the other side may pre-
empt—could turn the relative stability of
mutual deterrence into a nightmare of nu-
clear nervousness.

Can this era still be headed off? Soviet-
American talks on the limitation of offensive
and defensive missiles have been pending
since February. But Moscow has dallied in
fixing a date, agreement within the Govern-
ment evidently not easy.

There have been repeated hints that a con-
crete American proposal, rather than a plan
for exploratory talks, would enable the Soviet
leadership to shape an agreed policy more
easily. Conversely, the lack of a firm date
for a conference makes it difficult for the di-
vided Washington bureaucracy to reach
interagency agreement on a specific pro-
posal; a deadline would force agreement.

Secretary Rusk told the Soviet Union in
early September that, once a date was fixed
American negotiators would come to a con-
ference with “specific and detailed propos-
als.” Some of these proposals may have to
be made in advance to get a Soviet re-
sponse. But Washington is still unpre-
pared to make them, despite months of
desultory interagency consultations.

Here is a field in which the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the Congressional Joint
Atomic Energy Commission could make in-
valuable contributions. Instead of pressure
to race in the building of obsolete defensive
missile systems, what is needed is a plan
to limit the ABM-MIRV race. It will not be
easy.

Spy satellites can count ABM's and
offensive missile silos without the on-site
inspection Russia has always refused. But
they cannot tell whether a MIRV-tipped mis-
sile contains five or fifty hydrogen warheads.
New approaches to arms control need de-
vising.

The tragedy is that both the United States
and the Soviet Union, according to Secretary
McNamara, already have strategic nuclear
arsenals “greatly in excess" of their present
security needs. And “we're planning another
big increase” in offensive capability that
will be able to overcome “the most powerful
defenses the Soviets could build,” Mr. Mc-
Namara has warned.

With Moscow, presumably, making a sim-
ilar plan, time clearly is running out,

|From Newsweek, Oct. 2, 1967]
THE GRAND ILLUSION
(By Edwin Diamond)

Secretary McNamara's decision to go ahead
with an anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) system
is based on a set of brilliantly reasoned,
highly sophisticated, and strongly persuasive
arguments. But the decision is wrong, and
the consequences of this error will burden
every American for years to come.

Instead of strengthening the national se-
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curlty, the ABM declslon may well under-
mine it, for it upsets the present delicate
balance of nuclear terror based on the twin
implicit assumptions of a strong (four-to-
one) but not overwhelming U.S. offensive
missile superiority and a modest Soviet de-
fensive advantage. Worse, the ABM move
signals another dangerous upward spiral in
the nuclear-arms race which may lead to a
renewed drive by both the U.8. and Soviet
Union to add new offensive weapons to the
overkill arsenals each already possesses. Ros-
well L. Gilpatric, McNamara's own former
Deputy Defense Secretary, fears the ABM
means a U.S. global strategy based more on
conflict than accommodation. The go-ahead,
he said, “is certainly a move in the wrong
direction.”

Let’s put these abstractions in concrete
terms—and concrete is exactly where we are
now heading. At the very least, this new
nuclear escalation means the expenditure
of untold billions in exchange for a wholly
illusory security blanket. Whether the U.S.
spends §4 to $5 billion for the “thin” ABM
system to guard its Minuteman strike force,
or $40 billion for the "thickening" of the
blanket to protect major American cities,
or $400 billion to protect smaller cities, the
end result will be the same: all of us will still
be 30 minutes away from nuclear annihila-
tion.

MOLE SOCIETY

Indeed, with the ABM escalation, the pos-
sibility of this supposedly “unthinkable”
missile Armageddon is greater, no smaller.
All of us have now been propelled by the
logic of nuclear events that McNamara grasps
80 well toward the next era of the atomic
age—the mole soclety where the cities and
civillans of the 1980's may have to burrow
underground to join the concrete Minuteman
silos sunk in the 1860s and the subterranean
ABM control centers built in the 1970s.

Unlikely, you will say; right out of some
sclence-fictlon paperback, But who would
have belleved, ten years ago, at the time of
Sputnik 1 and the “missile gap,” that the
U.8. within five years would possess the
nuclear misisle to destroy the Sovlet society
and population five times over?

What evidence have I that McNamara—one
of the most brilliant and dedicated minds in
the nation—is wrong about the ABM? What
proof is there that the U.S. has embarked on
& dangerous new course? The evidence is
abundant. Precisely because McNamara has
such a firm grasp of the complexities of the
age, he himself has supplied some of the best
arguments against the ABM and a new arms
race, In fact, if an analyst were to overlay
McNamara's speech with one of the cryptolo-
gist’s sheets that cover some paragraphs
while revealing others, the case for the pres-
ent stabilized strategic situation would be-
come compelling.

ACTION-REACTION

First of all, as McNamara makes clear, the
U.S. now has “a numerical superlority over
the Soviet Union in reliable, accurate and
effective warheads [that] is both greater
than we had originally planned, and is in
fact more than we require.” This, to use the
blunt term, Is what overkill means. And
politically motivated “missile-gap” cries of
overkill, to be blunt again, is the legacy of
politically motivated “missile-gap” cries of
the late 1850s. The panic button was pushed
in the U.S. and a real missile gap did even-
tually materialize. But as McNamara points
out in his speech, this gap favors the U.S.
At present the U.S. has 2,200 strateglc nu-
clear weapons in readiness agalnst 700 for
the U.S.5.R. The Russian response to this
U.8, superiority has been to concede an of-
fensive disparity. In effect the Soviet Union
acknowledged that the richness and in-
genuity of American technology could not be
matched. But it began an ABM system—the
Russian military has been traditionally de-
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fense minded—as part of what McNamara
calls the “action-reaction™ of the arms race.

McNamara has been conspicuously unwor-
rled by this deployment. As he explains it,
the offense always has an advantage over the
defense and any ABM system ‘“can rather
obviously be defeated by an enemy simply
sending over more offensive warheads, or
dummy warheads, than there are defenslve
missiles capable of disposing of them.”

The logic of the situation calls for one of
the superpowers to forgo the next turn in
the vicious cycle of action-reaction. A Soviet
McNamara—they have thelr sophisticated
strategists and their war gamesmen, too—
might argue that the Soviet ABM deploy-
ment represented a limited and measured re-
sponse to U.S. superiority, a move Intended
to assure Russian second-strike capability
and thus make the Soviet deterrent credible.
Why not leave the arms race in this trade-
off situation? Why upset the fearfully deli-
cate balance of terror with a U.S. ABM
system?

McNamara’s answer last week was: be-
cause of the looming Chinese nuclear-missile
threat of the 1970's. The proposed U.S. ABM
system, In McNamara's words, is “Chinese-
orlented,” designed to deter Chairman Mao
or his successors from an attack on the U.S.
It is at this point that McNamara’s computer
logic breaks down.,

MAD ADVENTURE

First, if Peking is sulcidally mad enough
to mount an attack on a country possessing
200 times more nuclear power than it has,
then no amount of objective reality in the
form of an American ABM barrier can dis-
suade the Chinese from their insanity. If the
Chinese are bent on nuclear genocide, they
could smuggle an atomic bomb into San
Francisco harbor aboard a' freighter and
detonate it. No ABM system can protect
against such mad adventures.

Second, the Soviet Union can also argue
that its ABM is "Chinese-oriented,” and
merely a matter of insurance agalnst an ir-
rational attack by a country that shares an
uneasy border with Russia and is violently
hostlle to it. After all, the same madness that
might lead the Chinese to attack the U.S.
might also push Mao over the brink with
the Russians. Would we believe the Russians
if they said, "“It’s the Chinese we are worried
about—ignore our ABM"? Yet we expect
them to believe our ABM is China-oriented.

The truth is the ABM decision was dic-
tated not by strategy but by politics. Com-
puter loglc breaks down because men aren't
computers; they are imperfect beings shaped
by history and emotion as well as reason.
There are really two McNamaras. One Mc~
Namara cooly attempts to manage the arms
race by force of argument and intellect. He
even on occaslon does the Russians' think-
ing for them, patiently elucidating the nu-
clear strategic options avallable and their
consequences, in speeches and in briefings
held for the press, but aimed at Moscow. The
second McNamara is an American, a patriot
and a member of the Johnson Administra-
tion (just as his opposite in the EKremlin
is a Russian, a patriot, and a member of the
Communist Party).

It is well known in Washington that Secre-
tary McNamara for months has opposed de-
ployment of the ABM system despite the
urgings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, of Demo-
cratic hawks and of Republicans sensing a
hot campaign issue for 1968. As James Reston
suggested 1last week, the ABM system
launched by McNamara is not almed at

blocking the Chinese or even the Russlans,.

but the Republicans. By acceding now to the
clamor McNamara has blunted the GOP
charge that he is “Indifferent” to the defense
of the American people.

GOOD GUYS

Yet, isn't the U.S. asking—a bit logi-
cally—the Soviet McNamara to be indifferent
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to the defense of his people? More funda-
mentally, isn't the U.8. saylng—also a bit {1-
logically—that when it comes to the crunch,
two standards apply: we are the good guys
and would never attack first; you are the
bad guys and you might attack first, and
that is why we must have a four-to-one of-
fensive superiority and defensive parity (at
least)—and a lead in whatever else we de-
clde to bulld.

Last week was the time for patience and
courage—patience to lecture the Russians
once again on the reasons behind the emi-
nently equitable U.S. plan to put a freeze
on all missiles, offensive and defensive cour-
age, in the words of former Kennedy science
adviser Jerome Wiesner, to run the risks of
deescalation instead of the risks of new esca-
lation; and patience and courage to explain
to the American people, even in a preelection
year, why the ABM is not good for their
securlty.

Instead, Washington gave us the ABM. By
some curious alchemy, the Administration
has convinced itself that the thin ABM sys-
tem doesn't really change the balance of
terror: only a thick system would do that.
But thin leads to thick. It is all like that
celebrated biology experiment: a frog is
placed in a tank of water; daily the temper-
ature is increased one degree; the frog exists
as always—until one more degree . . . the wa-
ter boils . . . the frog dies.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. I know that the Senator

- has already placed in the RECORD a most

absorbing and provocative article pub-
lished in this morning’s Washington
Post, but I think it would not be amiss to
quote four or five rather pungent para-
graphs from it.

As the Senator knows, I have been
very much interested in the problems of
the NATO alliance and in American
policy in Europe. I think we have to take
into account European reaction to the
administration’s decision to go forward
with the deployment of an ABM system,

Let me quote the pertinent paragraphs
from the article:

To the Western Europeans, China is very
remote, its potential physical threat to them
is remote, and extra suspicion therefore falls
on the U.S. decision.

Western Europeans, preoccupled with the
Soviet Union and their own securlity, auto-
matically interpreted the U.S. decision in
that dimension.

What looms in West Germany's officlal
concern is that the nuclear non-proliferation
treaty that the Soviet Union and the United
States are urging it to participate in, might
preclude a Western European anti-missile
system, because an ABM system employs nu-
clear warheads to knock down incoming mis-
slles,

REACTION IN BONN

From Bonn, Dan Morgan of The Washing-
ton Post Foreign Service reported that the
American ABM decision has further under-
mined the credibility of U.8. intentions about
the nuclear treaty. Some Germans are con-
tending that the U.S. actlon has cast doubt
on the stability of the existing nuclear “bal-
ance of terror,"” and that the whole structure
of defense concepts may require reexamina-
tion.

But paradoxically, the British position, as
stated at Scarborough, England, last week
by Defense Minister Denis Healey is that:
“There is no evidence whatsoever that any
ABM system of which we have any knowl-
edge today will produce a meaningful deter-
rent against a major nuclear power.”
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Mr. President, I make reference to
these paragraphs because I fthink they
illustrate the extent of the argument
which our decision has precipitated in
Western Europe among our NATO allies.

Insofar as Mr. Healey’s comments go,
I think they coincide with the judgment
of our own Secretary of Defense.

Mr. CLARK. I think this is so, if I may
interject—although the Secretary of De-
fense, for reasons which are rather ob-
scure to me, appears to have changed his
view insofar as protection against China
is concerned. I commented during the
course of my speech that I thought the
Secretary of Defense, for whom I have
the greatest admiration, was singularly
unconvineing when he said that there is
no use building an ABM system to deter
the Soviet Union but there is justifica-
tion for doing so against China. This
makes no sense to me whatsoever.

Mr. CHURCH. It places us in the
anomalous position of building an ABM
system, not to defend ourselves against
Russian ballistic missiles, which they do
possess but, rather, to defend ourselves
against Chinese ballastic missiles, which
they do not possess.

Mr. CLARK. That is quite correct.

Mr. CHURCH., It is now, of course, just
a matter of speculation as to the size, di-
mension, and capability of a Chinese de-
livery system. Moreover, if the Chinese
are going to embark upon the construc-
tion of a sizable delivery system for their
developing nuclear arsenal, it only makes
sense that they will strive to create a
system which will have effectiveness;
they are not going to be content with a
system so small in its delivery capability
that it could, presumably, be fended off
by an ABM system.

So, what Secretary McNamara is say-
ing, really, is that we are now going to
build an ABM system to protect our-
selves against an anticipated Chinese
capability of very limited scope. But, as
the Chinese capability grows, then the
pressures are going to increase to enlarge
and deepen the system, until it becomes
a major and enormously expensive new
addition to the nuclear arms race, The
argument that if a few ABM's are good,
more must be better, will prove irresisti-
ble, yet, Mr. McNamara says that,
against & major nuclear capability, an
ABM system will not be effective?

That is why I say we ought not to
deceive ourselves. We are not talking
about a $5 billion ABM system; we are
talking about the first step toward the
creation of a $50 billion—indeed, before
we are finished, a $100 billion—system,
which, in my judgment, will be the most
extravagant and expensive sieve ever
constructed in history.

What is worse is that, as we proceed
with its construction—egiven the fasci-
nation of the American people with our
advanced technology, as we invest enor-
mous sums in this system, as we publi-
cize its capabilities, as we demonstrate
that an antiballistic missile has success-
fully intercepted another missile in flight,

_ the American people are going fo em-
brace the system with an eagerness to
believe in it, and we will enthrall our-
selves with the fancied belief that we
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have fashioned a marvelous shield. And
as we assume that we have, indeed, fash-
ioned such a shield, the risks of nuclear
war will increase. They will not diminish;
they will increase, because once the bal-
ance of terror is tipped by the assump-
tion that we have designed a shield for
ourselves, which will give us protection
against a massive nuclear onslaught, the
risk of nuclear war will increase. Our
leaders will be emboldened to undertake
and assume risks that they otherwise
would avoid, because of the knowledge
that nuclear war would result in certain
obliteration.

So I think, on balance, this is not a
contribution to the security of the United
States, but ultimately a contribution to
the ultimate insecurity of the United
States, for, in the end, it may well result
in enhancing the risks of a nuclear ca-
tastrophe which would see us consumed
by the witchfire of a thermonuclear
exchange.

I thoroughly agree with the statement,
which I think was made earlier in this
debate, that the real reason for this de-
cision has nothing to do with China,
which presently has no capability what-
soever of reaching the United States. We
are not building this system for the
Chinese; we are building it for the Re-
publicans. Mr. Reston has written that
it is internal politics which dictated this
decision, so that this administration
will not have to explain to the American
people why we are not building an ABM
system, when the Russians are.

The difficulty, in the coming campaign,
of explaining that an ABM system really
does not contribute to the security of
the country, really does not constitute
a meaningful defense, is too much to
face against the simplicity of the argu-
ment that “they are doing it; therefore
we should do it, also.” This has been the
major impetus for the decision to deploy
a so-called thin ABM shield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have an
additional 15 minutes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object, I had
a couple of matters to put in the Recorp,
if the Senator will yield to me long
enough to do that.

Mr. CLARK. I shall be happy to. The
majority leader asked me to request ad-
ditional time. If the Senator will permit
the Senator from Idaho to complete his
statement—and the Senator from Ore-
gon has been waiting for a long time—
I shall be glad to yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I wanted to
take only a moment.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, may I
have a second or two to conclude my
statement?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I want to commend the
Senator from Pennsylvania for an excel-
lent presentation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to granting the request of the
Senator from Pennsylvania for an addi-
tional 15 minutes? Without objection, it
is so ordered.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield briefly?

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wel-
come the speech of the Senator from
Pennsylvania and associate myself with
every word of it. Once again, I follow
his leadership on a very vital foreign
policy issue. I call his attention to the
speech I made last Friday concerning the
policy of the Johnson administration in
freezing funds needed for domestic pro-
grams; but I wish to make these further
brief comments.

This ABM program is a program that
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara,
speaking for the Johnson administration,
is throwing out to apease the war wings
of both the Republican and Democratic
parties. I think that is the politics in-
volved here. The Senator from Idaho
used the word “deceived” quite properly.
I think it is a deceptive program, for it
will not give the American people the
protection that the propagandists seek
to fool them into believing it will give
them. Even from a scientific stanpoint,
scientists give little assurance that it will
give any protection whatever.

Mr. CLARK. In fact, if I may interrupt
the Senator for a moment, there is not
a reputable scientist in the country today
who believes that this system would be
of the slightest protection against a
Russian attack.

Mr. MORSE. That is the point I wish
to make; and I point out further that
this program cannot be sold, nor can
most of the war programs of our Gov-
ernment be sold, without scaring the
American people almost to death. This is
part of the fear psychology or the fear
propaganda being built up to frighten
the American people. The American peo-
ple can be frightened, as well as other
people can be frightened. When people
are frightened, they act emotionally and
glandularly, not rationally.

That is part of this sales program
to get us past November 1968. As I ex-
plained on Friday, I cannot be a party
to it. It is also a part of the fear pro-
gram being used to force through an un-
justifiable income tax increase, while this
administration refuses to face up to plug-
ging tax loopholes and making cuts so
as not to take away from the American
people what they are entitled to in meet-
ing our critical economic problems here
at home.

But going back to the fact that it is
not going to give us protection, let us go
all the way, and assume that we knock
out all the enemy missiles. We would still
not knock out the fallout; and it is the
fallout that will do most of the killing,
not the explosive effects of the bombs.
The explosion would kill thousands in
the proximity of the bomb; but the fall-
out would kill additional hundreds of
thousands hundreds of miles away.

That is why we do not find the Penta-
gon and the administration talking about
another scientific fact that they are ig-
noring. They cannot give the American
people these facts and receive support for
their fear propaganda. All this talk about
dropping nuclear bombs and the hydro-
gen bomb in North Vietnam and in
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China—that is what the hydrogen bomb
boys want to do, but they forget to tell
the American people that if they drop
them over there, hundreds of thousands
of Americans will die in the United
States, as far east as Chicago, from the
fallout of the bombs we drop in Asia.
That is easily seen, if we familiarize
ourselves with the force and direction of
the prevailing winds.

I am simply at a loss to understand
how my country could get itself into
the plight that it is in, and that there
could be loose in this country support-
ers of this war, doing the bidding of the
industrial-military complex that is tak-
ing over the policies of the Republic. The
American people desperately need to
recognize, before it is too late, that we
are being run, in this country today, by
an industrial-military complex that
makes its profits out of American blood,
and jeopardizes all the future genera-
tions of American boys and girls. I do
not know how we can get the American
people to recognize these facts before it
is too late.

That is why I stand firm on every
word I spoke on Friday, and apply every
word I said then to the Senator’s speech
this morning. I can only say, the Sena-
tor is completely right. I do not intend
for any of the blood of this war fo be
on my hands, and therefore I shall con-
tinue to fight in opposition to American
continuation of a war in Southeast Asia
in which we never should have involved
ourselves in the first place, and in which
we should not continue to involve
ourselves.

It is time for us to stop making war
in Southeast Asia and to insist that
other nations of the world, which, as a
Washington Post article this morning
points out, are becoming scared to death
of us—and they have every reason to
be afraid of us, because we are follow-
ing a military course of action that is
jeopardizing the peace of the entire
world—come in and settle this war for
us. Apparently we cannot settle it. All
we seem able to do is kill enough people
and destroy enough property until we
can hope fo force a surrender. Even if
we succeed, that will give us no peace;
only a truce, endangering the lives of
millions of American boys and girls in
future generations as the world orga-
nizes against us, during the next cen-
tury, to destroy us, if we do not stop this
mad expectation of the United States
to militarily dominate the world.

I am proud to associate myself with
the speech of the Senator from Penn-
‘sylvania.

Mr. CLARE. I thank my friend from
Oregon for his comments, and welecome
his support.

(The following colloquy between Sen-
ator Crark and Senator Netson, which
occurred during the delivery of Senator
CrLArRK's address, is presented at this
point in the ReEcorp by unanimous con-
sent.)

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I left the
Presiding Officer’s chair momentarily to
come to my desk to commend the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLarg] for
his very thoughtful remarks about the
thin ABM system.
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The Senator has always had the cour-
age to express forthrightly his views on
any issue, no matter how controversial.

Mr. CLARK. Let me interject there to
say that I thank the Senator for his kind
remarks but, in my opinion, my state-
ment requires no courage at all. I think
it is good policy, in addition to being
right. I intend to campaign on this issue,
if I should run again next year, and I
am confident that the majority of the
people of Pennsylvania will agree with
me.

Mr. NELSON. I am also confident that
the Senator is correct. What astonishes
me is the lack of opposition in Congress
to the launching of this program which
will provide a thin ABM system, which
was described by one of my distinguished
colleagues in the Senate, Mr. CHURCH, as
the most expensive sieve ever con-
structed.

Mr. CLARK. I have often wondered
whether we in the Senate are not more
terrified of the Joint Chiefs of Staff than
the Vietcong.

Mr. NELSON. It frightens me, too,
when I consider the kind of judgment
they have exercised in advising us on
our intervention in Vietnam. In any
event, I think, tragically, this is the
first step down the road to the construe-
tion of what they are now saying will be
a $40 billion ABM system, if we con-
struct the most expensive and sophisti-
cated one we can think of—and, of
course we will; and that antiballistic
missile system will not be any more ef-
fective, in my judgment, than the thin
ABM will be.

Mr. CLARK. I am sure the Senator is
correct.

Mr. NELSON. I conclude by saying that
I commend the Senator for his thought-
ful statement. At a later date I shall
make a further statement on this matter
on the Senate floor.

Mr. CLARK. At which point, in the best
tradition of senatorial courtesy, I shall
come over and agree with the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I must say
that I find considerable merit and food
for thought in the argument that an
antiballistic missile defense system,
while perhaps adding to a degree to our
national security, could also have the
paradoxical effect of making us feel
overly secure, This is a crucial considera-
tion, because it bears on one of the most
elemental problems of the nuclear age;
namely, that of maintaining restraint,
both in the public at large, and within
the Government. If we had not exercised
supreme restraint at the time of the
Cuban missile crisis of 1962—which is
the only true nuclear showdown the
world has yet seen—we might have de-
scended then and there to the Arma-
geddon that would have erased vast por-
tions of civilization as we know it from
the earth. My fear is that the ABM may
in some subtle way erode our restraint
and permit our military leaders—and the
public, too—to have a kind of unjustified
overconfidence which will allow them to
take greater risks and press stronger nu-
clear threats, on the mistaken and tragic
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assumption that we can afford to inflict
astronomical damage because at least
some of the retaliation will be dimin-
ished.

I recognize, of course, that another
vital factor of the nuclear age is in-
volved here, and that is our credibility.
Our adversaries may be more inclined to
take threats more seriously if they know
that we have at least minimal protection
against their retaliation. And it may be
that for this reason we must reluctantly
acquiesce in this latest increment to the
arms race. But it seems to me that we
must do so with the greatest caution
and deliberation, remembering at every
step of the way that nuclear defense
does not in any way absolve us from awe-
some responsibility and restraint.

It must also be remembered that hos-
tile nuclear missiles can be put in posi-
tion in the United States by stealth and
by trick, as well as by rocketry, and that
the most sophisticated antiballistic mis-
sile system might in some circumstances
be of no use whatsoever, In this regard,
I ask unanimous consent to insert in the
Recorp an article by the sagacious and
distinguished columnist, Stewart Alsop,
in the current Saturday Evening Post.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

But 1F 25 TrRucks FANNED OUT
(By Stewart Alsop)

WasHINGTON.—The following exchange be-
tween Sen. Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island
and Gen. Earle Wheeler, Chairman of the
Jolnt Chiefs of Staff, is excerpted from the
record of a recent Senate Foreign Relations
Committee hearing. The subject of their
conversation was a grim one—the planting
of nuclear bombs in American cities by
stealth.

“Senator PeLL. Is it not concelvable that
missiles could be planted within our cities...
no matter how good our antiballistic-missile
screen was?

“General WHEELER. This Is a possibility
... (deleted).

“Senator Pern. But if twenty-five trucks
fanned out over the United States they
could do the same job and negate the most
excellent ABM device, could they not?

“General WHEELER. If they could get the
devices into the country, assemble them and
fan them out, the answer 1s yes.”

This cologuy has inspired the following
experiment in science fiction:

From a document marked London, Most
Secret, Eyes Alone; From M16 for PM, FS,
and M only:

The records we have been enabled to ob-
tain indicate that neither the Hertz nor the
Avis auto-rental companies had the slightest
suspicion that the American-International
Shrimp Corporation was anything other than
an authentic business concern. At the re-
quest of the corporation, Hertz therefore un-
hesitatingly delivered 13 refrigerated lorries
to a dock in the vicinity of Port Isabel, Tex.,
while Avis supplied 12 lorrles to the shrimp
corporation’s representative, at the unload-
ing platform on the Caloosahatchee River,
near Fort Myers, Fla.

According to a reconstruction of the event
by our agents, 13 heavy containers smelling
strongly of shrimp were hoisted aboard the
Hertz lorries from three shrimp boats. The
Avis lorries were similarly loaded from two
shrimp boats tled up in the Caloosahatchee
River. The loading of all 25 lorries was com-
pleted between 2 and 3 a.m. on July 11, 1971,

The lorries thereafter fanned out over the
then excellent U.8. highway system, the
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Hertz lorries heading for Chicago and points
West, whilst the Avis lorries sped toward the
12 largest Eastern cities. Only one lorry falled
to reach its destination.

We have obtained a still legible copy of the
Washington Evening Star of July 12, 1971,
which on page 2 reports a “mysterious explo-
slon of a refrigerated truck” 110 miles south
of Pittsburgh, Pa. The explosion apparently
killed the driver and two policemen. Pre-
sumably the police had, for some reason,
stopped the vehicle and begun to investigate
its contents, thus triggering a “dead-man
fuse. In any case, alone of the major Eastern
cities, Pittsburgh survived physically intact,
although the majority of its citizens subse-
quently succumbed to the heavy Tallout from
Cleveland.

The driver-agents (who were doubtless un-
aware of the contents of their lorries) must
have been exceedingly well briefed, for all the
remaining 24 lorries arrived at their assigned
destinations 86 hours after the start, give or
take a half hour or so. It has been established
from blast patterns that the Avis lorry In
Washington was parked near the intersection
of 16th and K streets, a few blocks from the
‘White House, while the Hertz lorry In
Chicago was parked a block from the Tribune
Tower. Other locations were chosen with
similar care.

The timing devices must have been
extremely accurate, for all 24 explosions oc-
curred within less than a minute of each
other.

M16 has been able to obtain a portion of
the tape recording of the final conversation
between the general commanding the
Strategic Alr Force, in his com-
mand post near Omaha, Nebr., and the

general of North American Air
Defense, in a cave in Colorado:

“SAC: No word from the Classified Loca-
tions, General?

“NORAD: Not a word, General. Congress
was in session and the President was in the
White House. The Vice President had the
Becond Satchel, but he must have got it too.

“SAC: Then I guess it's up to us.

“NORAD: Yes. . . . Must have been the
Russians, of course. Funny we got nothing on
the radar—never did trust that goddamn

the eighty mimm range. Only preliminary,
of course.

“SAC: I guess we've got to go. You concur?

“NORAD: I concur. Over and out.”

Within 28 minutes the first missile in the
U.B. salvo exploded on its programmed target
in the U.S.8.R. The salvo delivered 400 mega-
tons on Soviet targets, the cal-
culated by the Pentagon's cost-effectiveness
analysts as the minimum required to destroy
the Soviet Union as a functioning society.
The Soviet counter-salvo, on top of the great
damage already done, achieved the same pur-
pose in the United States. Several of the
larger American cities suffered the ignominy
of belng destroyed twice over.

In the opinion of MI 6 there is no gues-
tion that the  American-International
Shrimp Corporation was the cover name for
an elaborate Chinese Communist operation.
Although Fidel Castro hotly denled it be-
fore he died of fallout from the mainland,
there is little doubt that there was some ele-
ment of Cuban collusion—the shrimp boats
certainly embarked from Havana,.

In his 78th year at the time, the late Mao
Tse-tung was near death and unquestion-
ably mad. But in destroying at one stroke
both the hated “modern revisionists” and
the “American imperialists” Mao surely dis-
played a certain genius in his madness, He
was doubtless acting according to one of his

*Nudets; Nuclear Detection and Reporting
System currently being emplaced In more
than 50 U.S. clties.
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favorite precepts, from Sun Tzu's Art of War:
wakesﬂdlaeinthem, Attack in the
est.”

The Chinese, of course have never acknowl-
edged their role in the catastrophe, which
utterly destroyed the world's two greatest
powers. Given the unchallenged global domi-
nation of the People’s Republic of China
today, the Chinese role, on orders of the PM,
may only be mentioned in a Most Secret
document, such as this one—Destroy on
Reading.

This little nightmare is not, of course, a
prediction of things to come, And yet, as
the colloquy between Senator Pell and Gen-
eral Wheeler indicates, there is no purely
technieal reason why something of the sort
might not take place, According to the in-
telligence estimates, by the early 1970's the
Chinese Communist intercontinental missile
capability will still be rudimentary, but the
Chinese by then should have been able to
stockplle a considerable number of multi-
megaton thermonuclear devices. A three-
megaton device should weigh on the order of
one ton, and could easily be carried in a
truck.

‘We Amerlcans harbor a stubborn illusion
that everybody else must do it our way—
because we depend on an elaborate and im-
mensely costly missile system to deliver nu-
clear warheads, we assume that every other
country must do likewise. The above night-
mare may serve as a reminder that there are
more ways than one to skin a eat—or kill a
country. Finally, it may also be worth noting
that most U.S. intelligence experts believe
that the senile gemius, Mao Tse-tung, is al-
ready, to a degree which cannot be precisely
determined, insane.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will ecall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to ecall
the roll.

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
E:ﬂn:.:e by Mr. Geisler, one of his secre-

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting the nomination of Asher E. Schroe-
der, of Maguoketa, Iowa, to be U.S.
attorney for the northern district of
Towa, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

CORRECTION AND IMPROVEMENT
OF THE CANAL ZONE CODE

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Secre-
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tary, Panama Canal Company, Wash-
ington, D.C., transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation fto correct and improve
the Canal Zone Code, and for other pur-
poses; which, with the accompanying
papers, was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the PRESIDING OFFICER:

Petitions adopted by the City Councils of
the City of Oroville, and the eity of Breau,
both in the State of California, favoring the
enactment of some form of a Federal tax-
sharing program; to the Committee on
Finance.

A petition signed by members of the Com-
munications Workers of America, AFL-CIO,
of the State of Minnesota, relative to the
provision of jobs, housing, and education to
solve the problems of American cities; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the Robert B.
Elliott Law Club, of Columbus, Ohio, com-
mending the President and the Senate for
the nomination and confirmation of the
Honorable Thurgood Marshall to the TU.S.
Supreme Court; ordered to lie on the table.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr, PROXMIRE, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, with amend-
ments:

8. 1084. A bill to permit Federal employees
to purchase shares of Federal or State-
chartered credit unions through voluntary
payroll allotment (Rept. No. 590); and

5. 1085. A bill to amend the Federal Credit
Union Aet to modernize the loan, Invest-
ment, dividend, and reserve provisions; to re-
quire the establishment of an education
;um:ﬁ:;llt)bw; and for other purposes (Rept.

0. .

RESOLUTION

TO PRINT ADDITIONAL COPIES OF
HEARINGS ON THE “COSTS AND
DELIVERY OF HEALTH SERVICES
TO OLDER AMERICANS”

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for Mr.
WiLriams of New Jersey) submitted the
following resolution (S. Res. 174) ; which
was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

S. Res. 174

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Special Committee on Aging two
thousand additional copies of its hearings of
the Ninetieth Congress, first session, entitled
“Costs and Delivery of Health Services to
Older Americans.™

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1967T—AMENDMENTS
AMEND."ENT NO. 386

Mr. RIBICOFF submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (H.R. 12080) to amend the So-
cial Security Act to provide an increase
in benefits under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system, to pro-
vide benefits for additional categories of
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individuals, to improve the public assist-
ance program and programs relating to
the welfare and health of children, and
for other purposes, which were referred
to the Committee on Finance and or-
dered to be printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 387 THROUGH 380

Mr. FONG submitted four amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 12080, supra, which were
referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 391 THROUGH 392

Mr. METCALF submitted two amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 12080, supra, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance and
ordered to be printed.

THE NEED TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS
TO FIGHT WATER POLLUTION—
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 393

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, I am sub-
mitting an amendment to the Public
‘Works appropriations bill to appropriate
the full $450 million which the Congress
unanimously authorized last year for
Federal grants for the construction of
waste treatment works.

In passing the Clean Waters Restora-
tion Act of 1966, the Congress made a
firm commitment to the American peo-
ple to help in the battle against the pol-
lution of our Nation’s lakes and rivers.
This is no time to back down from that
commitment.

Our budget is strained by the rising
costs of the war in Vietnam and it is ap-
parent that there will have to be some
budget cuts made. However, it does seem
to me to be false economy to cut back
on this important program.

Last year it was estimated that $3.5
billion was needed over the next 5 years
for the Federal Government to meet its
share of the responsibility for the costs
of construction works. Section 8 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act was
amended by the Clean Waters Restora-
tion Act of 1966 to authorize appropria-
tions of $150 million for fiscal 1967, $450
million for fiscal 1968, $700 million for
fiscal 1969, $1 billion for fiscal 1970, and
$1.2 billion for fiscal 1971.

Because the Congress authorized $450
million for fiscal 1968 for the construc-
tion of sewage treatment works, many
State and local governments went ahead
with their planning for pollution abate-
ment based on that authorization. Many
municipalities have already passed bond
issues in order to provide their share of
the costs.

Our programs to abate the disastrous
.pollution of our waters are just picking
up momentum and now is not the time
for the Federal Government to renege
on its promises. To withhold funds now
will cost us much more in the long run.

There are numerous examples of the
need for more Federal money. I will not
cite them all but I would like to mention
just a few.

For the six New England States, the
total cost of their pollution abatement
program has been estimated at about
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$1.1 billion. Further, it has been esti-
mated that those States will need about
$61 million in Federal grants in fiscal
1968 to keep up their programs, With the
full $450 million appropriation, they
would receive only $28 million, while
with the proposed $225 million, they
would receive only about $1< million.

Under the full $450 million appropri-
ation, the State of New Jersey would be
eligible for about $14 million in Federal
funds in fiscal 1968. If the appropriation
is cut to $225 million, New Jersey would
receive about $5.7 million. At the present
time, there are 32 construction projects
pending at the State, local, and Federal
levels for New Jersey. These projects
have a total construction cost of $35.9
million, of which the Federal share
would be about $10.1 million,

In Wisconsin there are currently 71
applications pending for Federal grants-
in-aid, with a total cost of $45.5 million.
If these projects were approved and the
Federal Government were willing to pay
30 percent, the Federal share for Wis-
consin alone would be $13.7 million. If
the State were willing to pay 25 percent
and if the State's water quality stand-
ards were approved, then the Federal
share would be 50 percent, or $22.8 mil-
lion. Under the proposed $225 million
appropriation, Wisconsin would receive
about $4.5 million. Quite obviously, this
is not enough.

As of July 31, the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Administration was proe-
essing 153 projects which contained re-
quests for Federal grants totaling $43.5
million. At the same time there are
829 projects being considered in State
agencies and an additional 823 projects
in preparation. These 1,652 projeets
would require about $910 million in Fed-
eral grants.

I have prepared a list comparing Fed-
eral money available and projected
needs of 21 States and the District of
Columbia for 1968. Total money available
for these States is $125 million while
their needs total $404 million. Even if
the full $450 million were to be appro-
priated, not all of these needs could be
met. I would like to have this table made
a part of the REcorp.

I have some detailed information on
the State of Wisconsin including a list
of the cities who have applications for
Federal grants-in-aid and a letter from
Gov. Warren Enowles to Secretary Udall
which describes in some detail the prob-
lem that Wisconsin faces if the full au-
thorization is not appropriated. I would
like both of these items made a part of
the RECORD.

The problem of water pollution in this
country is enormous and at the presenf
time we are fighting a losing battle. Un-
less the Federal Government is willing
to meet its commitments and carry its
share of the load, the tide of pollution
which is sweeping the country will never
be stemmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
lie on the table; and, without objection,
the material will be printed in the
RECORD.

The material presented by Mr. NELsON
is as follows:
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REQUESTS FROM SELECTED STATES FOR FEDERAL GRANTS-
IN-AID FOR SEWAGE CONSTRUCTION WORKS AS COM-
PARED TO MONEY AVAILABLE FOR THOSE STATES

Mnnaiv for Money
State fiscal 1968!  needed (in
ﬁmslsxenr
1968)

Alaska........ $883,000 $1,663,600
Arkansas_____. 3,692, 541 5, 000, 000
District of Columbia. 1,226,250 4,300,000
Indiana.____._.__ 4,985,658 15,900, 000
Maryland_. .. 5,268,380 20,700, 000
Massachusetts 6,260,078 20, 000, 000
Michigan._ . . 7,622,632 14,000,000
Minnesota_ _ 5,255,246 10, DOO, 000
887,800 3,230,000
1,786,825 3,500, 000
6,133,316 14,000, 000
22,167, 360 175, 000, 000
6,678,171 9, 800, 000
9,796,211 227,000, 000
rego 2,908,175 4,500,000
Pennsylvania 11,793,520 225,100, 000
Rhode Island 1,756,764 2,900, 000
Tennessee_ _ 6,056,436 12,295,000
Virginia....... 6, 803,650 *11,000, 000
Washington___._______ = 4,473,231 26,300,000
West Virginia_...._.... 3,467,710 5,000,000
Wisconsin.__..__._.__. 5,019,267 22,800, 000
[ | PO N [ et 124,922,221 403,988, 600

1 Total available under proposed $200,000,000 appropriation
plus $63,160,644 left over from fiscal 1967.

30 percent Federal share; all other figures are at 50 percent
Federal share.

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE,
Madison, August 17, 1967.
Mr. STEWART L. UpaLL,
U.5. Department of the Interior,
Office of the Secretary,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SECRETARY UbaLL: Several months
ago, Wisconsin municipalities were required
to file by August 1 their plans for sewage col-
lection treatment facilities construction in
the 1968 fiscal year. The purpose was to per-
mit early assessment of the need for Federal
matching funds in the current fiscal year.

Sixty-seven local governments have filed
applications, Total construction costs repre-
sented in these applications are estimated
to be in excess of $46.2 million. It is con-
ceivable (although not likely) that as much
as one-third of the planned construction
may not be under way by June 30, 1968. How-
ever, if $30 million in projects prove eligible
for Federal assistance, we must assume that
these projects would be eligible for more
than $15 million in funds under Section 8
(b) (7) of P.L. 84-660. If all were to begin,
the amount would exceed $25 million.

Inasmuch as it would appear that less than
#5 million will be available to Wisconsin for
these projects under the terms of the appro-
priation measure recently passed by the
House of Representatives, I would appreciate
your counsel as to our future course of
action.

We are already using the reimbursement
provisions of the Act, under which a com-
munity builds now and hopes to be reim-
bursed later and, in FY 1967, persuaded our
communities to accept one-third of the total
Federal grant for which they were eligible.
We did this so that we could begin more
projects with the limited funds then awvail-
able.

We are well aware of the escalating costs
of the war in Viet Nam, which have been
cited as justificatlon for the failure of the
President to request the funds authorized by
Section 8(d) or P.L. 84-660. Since the costs
of the war show no sign of receding, it does
not seem prudent for the State of Wisconsin
to advise communities to accept partial
grants or proceed in the expectation that
Federal funds will ever be appropriated to
match the purposes of the Clean Water Res-
toration Act of 1966.

Wisconsin and her cities will undoubtedly
do their share to preserve and enhance the
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quality of Wisconsin’s water but what as-
surance can you give that the brave words
of the Clean Water Restoration Act will be
matched by the Federal dollars of assistance
that the Act promised? And when?
My query is serious, practical and immedi-
ate. Wisconsin has decisions to make,
Sincerely,
Warren P. ENOWLES,

WISCONSIN—CURRENT APPLICATIONS FOR FEDERAL
GRANT-IN-AID

Name Project  Estimated
No. cost

179 §$764, 462

343 238,587

348 152, 000

345 164, 430

328 148, 400

334 6,495,000

221 45, 000

266 208, 600

175 78,650

319 g, 000

120 105, 579

346 245 400

293 139, 000

285 504, 000

323 174, 265

241 75, 300

295 63,028

278 70,828

313 194, 400

240 87,792

293 115, 000

294 1, 450, 785

a7 46, 055

349 4,564,100

230 , 359

318 150, 981

325 189, 950

246 57,700

m 195, 895

336 220, 000

344 320, 000

Milwavkee MS.D_____________._...... 315 7,620,000

Milwaukee M.5. Comm. (County)______ 337 676, 200

Do 338 4,075,600

Dn ............................. 39 575, 000

_____________________________ 340 920, 000

Mllwaukee M.S. t‘:umm ({:rty) ......... 341 1,437,500

1 342 3,162, 500

Mount Cahrary 321 224, 281

Mount Hope.. 84 75,658
gosh: s s R e b

North Freed 282 85, 400

North Park S.D__ 3 74, B0O

Northern Colony : and Tmnin School. 330 193, 200

Dsceola e 335 98,410

1 e B R R LR T 248 79,945

Pewaukee_ 306 206, 400

Plainfield____ 58 68,740

Platteville_.._ 324 580, 200

Port Edwards g}zg 5&?. ll&
Potter S.D__.. 3

R R 212 165, 594

I I S 334 597,635

SN B aw
unty Hosp me. y

wnd‘fna\rla_éﬁﬁf s e 328 B3, 467

n (Rocky 5

fal)__ 332 85,953

Shehny&nn County Hospital 304 65, 600

South Wayne_______.__. 284 96,110

Stevens Pelll g;; 1, Dgé. %
ShirgeonBay.__ . _ .. ¥

- n e

U Grove So.

Unhﬂn____._____ 213 18,100

) N e e 350 2,702,160

West Racine County M.S.D_ 308 347,000

WldQase- . L Tl n s 152 109,312
Williams Bay_ .- e 300,

Total (71 applications)-ceeceenen ——eeo. 45,457,544

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
RESOLUTION

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
distinguished Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. McGovErN] be added as a
cosponsor to Senate Resolution 173 at
its next printing.

The purpose of Senate Resolution 173
is to strengthen the hand of the admin-
istration in the obtaining of commit-
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ments of manpower and resources from
our allies in support of the effort in Viet-
nam so as to assist in this mutual under-
taking and effort in Southeast Asia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE NEED FOR PUBLIC HOUSING

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, last Friday
evening I briefly visited the riot areas of
Newark, N.J., and talked with citizens of
that community in the now quiet after-
math of that tragic event.

It is quite obvious that the price that
will be borne for a long time to come by
the citizens of that community is vecy
great indeed—great in that many mer-
chants have now left the area, left their
stores that were looted and fired upon
and set afire and the broken plate glass
is now boarded up.

These vacant stores are now working
a hardship on the citizens of the com-
munity. Some residents there told me
that it is necessary now for them to walk
a mile or more to find some of the arti-
cles they need for their household living,
articles that could have been found
within a block or two of their homes
before.

It will take some time for the com-
munity to rebuild so that normal com-
mercial transactions can be carried out
and the needs of the people of the com-
munity adequately served.

I found great desire on the part of the
citizens of Newark to rebuild the image
of that fine city, however, and carry on
some of the great work that was being
done before.

Very close to the riot area is a section
called Hyde Park. Instead of the 20-sto-
ried high-rise public housing which has
put people from the rural South and
housed them in a type of living to which
they are not at all accustomed, there
are three-storied apartment houses that
have been constructed and offered to the
occupants for homeownership.

The maintenance level of these build-
ings is very high, indeed. They are me-
ticulously cared for by their occupants.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be permitted to
continue for an additional 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. The apartment houses
are meticulously cared for and the uni-
versal feeling in this homeownership
area, where not one dollar's worth of
damage was done during the Newark
riot is that the difference between rent-
ing and enjoying homeownership is the
difference between a feeling of wanting
to care for the property and a feeling on
the part of others that the destruction
of property was the only way they could
show their frustration and bitterness.

This visit reaffirmed my view that my
colleagues in the Senate and those in
the House under the leadership of Con-
gressman Wirnriam WipNaLL who have
been working with me toward expanding
homeownership opportunities for lower
income American families are going to
help bring about a program that will
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more stabilize our communities and de-
mocratize our cities.

In this connection, I pay high tribute
to a Member of the House, the Honorable
Leonor SuLLivaN who has herself pio-
neered in this area and has contributed
importantly through section 221(h) of
the Public Housing Act toward opening
up greater homeownership opportunity.

I am pleased at the reports that the
$20 million allocated to this program
this year will be fully expended and, as
a result, a great many additional lower
income families who could not otherwise
have the stabilizing influence of home-
ownership will have th2 opportunity to
enjoy the same advantage that has been
offered to many other middle-income
families in America through the years—
to be somebody and have something in
which they can take great pride.

THE POVERTY WAR

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in the
Washington Post this morning there is
a column by William S. White entitled
“Friends Hurt Poverty War.”

This column, I regret to say, is full of
inaccurate statements of fact and erro-
neous conclusions about the status of
the war on poverty. I ask unanimous
consent that the column may be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HART

in the chair). Without objection, it is so

ordered.

‘The article ordered to be printed in
the REcorb is as follows:

FrIENDS HURT POVERTY WAR
(By William 8. White)

The real question for the antipoverty pro-
gram is not whether it will be crippled by
conservatives but rather whether it will ulti-
mately be kissed to death from the left by
excessively doting friends who are in a char-
acteristic determination to support all ap-
propriations and oppose all tax increases.

The Senate has now approved a $2.26 bil-
lion authorization for the next fiscal year;
so far, 80 good. And in the process it has
wisely struck down a truly wild blue yonder
ultra-liberal attempt to double the amount,
at a time when Congress generally is de-
manding very heavy spending cuts all along
the line as its price even to consider the Ad-
ministration’s request for temporary tax sur-
charges.

But then the Senate has marched back
downhill to add a budget-busting item of
$198 millions at the behest primarily of
Sens. Robert and Edward Kennedy.

This additional and unwanted item is not
& very big thing in itself but it may be just
provocative enough to an economy-minded
House of Representatives to give it more ex-
cuse to lay the meat ax upon the whole of
the poor old war on poverty. The end of it
all thus may be a gutting of a program that,
ironiecally, is directed by the Kennedy broth-
er-in-law, Sargent Shriver.

If this iz to be the outcome, it will be a
great pity. For while the war on poverty
has undoubted shortecomings, the fact is that
down where 1t counts the thing is doing a
good job.

The heart of this program, practically
speaking, lies in the Job Corps. This is a
sensible scheme to train unemployable and
tax-spending boys to be employed boys able
and willing to enter the ranks of self-support-
ing and self-respecting America.

They are trained for work with care and
prudence and there is no room for real doubt
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that the Job Corps ls reclaiming a human
wastage that this nation simply cannot af-
ford. It is keeping underprivileged youngsters
out of beatnik hoodlumism. And in some
cases it is making them not only able to work
honestly for an honest living but also capa-
ble of fighting for this country in a place
called Vietnam.

Beyond all this, however, the underlying
concept here is indipensable to the natlonal
health. For It goes without saying that a
majority of the Job Corps trainees are Ne-
groes, since this is the race most disadvan-
taged, any fair-minded man must recognize
that the Negro most of all needs simply a
chance to earn his own way.

All talk of “unemployment” in this coun-
try is In truth nonsense, except insofar as
unemployed means unemployable.

This is the bed-rock problem; and this
problem the Job Corps is getting at in a
rational way. Granted that some of these
boys get into trouble—and who in the cir-
cumstances could expect otherwise?—the
fact remains that they are handled without
any of the syrupy soclal-worker ideology of
the old leaf-raking days.

The truth, too, is that the administrators
of the plan are more unpopular with, and
have more trouble with, the most doctrinaire
of reformers than with the most crusty of
conservatives.

It would, therefore, be a genuine calamity
should those who “demand” more and more
outlays manage to create at least a climate
of rejection of the whole business.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, this col-
umn deserves an answer in the interests
of accuracy. Mr. White's conventional at-
tack on the liberal defenders of the pov-
erty program might well have been ig-
nored and could have been ignored, but
his distortion of the basic facts requires
public correction.

Mr. White approves of the $2.26 billion
authorization. At least, that is what he
states the authorization is. Actually the
authorization was $2.258 billion. Then,
he disapproves of what he calls a budget-
busting item of $198 million, which ac-
tually is a part of the larger figure he
approves. One wonders what careless in-
accuracy caused Mr. White to become
so involved.

Second, Mr. White refers to this $198
million as unwanted. Who, it might be
inquired, does not want it. The items
totaling this amount were proposed by
Republican members of the Subcommit-
tee on Employment, Manpower, and Pov-
erty of the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare, which subcommittee I chair,
with Democratic support.

The programs included in this $198
million are all approved by the Office of
Economic Opportunity, although official-
ly and in public Mr, Shriver's lips and
those of his associates are sealed by the
Bureau of the Budget. An effort to strike
the item was rejected by the Senate by
a vote of 50 to 36.

I have no evidence which would satisfy
me that the administration was inter-
ested in striking that item. It was left to
Republican Members of this body to
make the motion to strike.

Third, the “truly wild blue yonder
ultraliberal attempt to double the
amount” 'of the bill, referred to by Mr.
‘White, to provide for the emergency em-
ployment of 200,000 restless and unem-
ployed residents of urban and rural
ghettos is one-fifth of the program rec-
ommended by the Urban Coalition.
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I think it is worth while to read into
the Recorp the names of some of those
so-called or alleged “truly wild blue
yonder ultraliberals” who make up the
Urban Coalition. The first such “wild
blue yonder ultraliberal” is David
Rockefeller, president, Chase Manhat-
tan Bank; the second is Roy Ash, presi-
dent, Litton Industries; third is Freder-
ick J. Close, chairman of the board,
Aluminum Co. of America; fourth is
Archbishop John F. Dearden, of Detroit;
fifth is Gilbert W. Fitzhugh, president,
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., New
York; sixth is Henry Ford II, chairman,
Ford Motor Co.; seventh is Andrew Hei-
skell, chairman of the board, Time, Inc.;
eighth is Gerald L. Phillippe, chairman of
the board, General Electric Co.; ninth is
James Rouse, president of the Rouse Co.
and president of Urban America, Inc.:
tenth is Theodore Schlesinger, president,
Allied Stores Corp.; eleventh is Asa
Spaulding, president, North Carolina
Mutual Insurance Co., Durham, N.C.

In addition, representing the National
Council of Churches, is the Right Rev-
erend John E. Hines, presiding bishop of
the Episcopal Church; Roy Wailkins,
head of the NAACP, and Whitney Young,
Jr., executive director, National Urban
League, representing civil rights leader-
ship; Mayor James H. J. Tate, mayor of
Philadelphia, president of the National
League of Cities; Mayor Joseph M. Barr,
of Pittsburgh, president of the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors; distinguished labor
leaders such as I. W. Abel, president,
United Steelworkers, and Walter Reu-
ther, president of the United Auto Work-
ers; and an entire spectrum of the Amer-
ican establishment.

Mr. President, these are the people who
want five times as much for an emer-
gency employment program as the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare re-
quested the Senate to adopt. These are
Mr. White’'s “wild blue yonder ultra-
liberals” because they want a program
for 1 million jobs, not merely 200,000 jobs.
One million jobs for 1 year would have
cost §5 billion; we sought 200,000 jobs for
2 years costing $10 million. Perhaps Mr.
White did not see the entire picture.

Mr. President, the fourth point I would
like to make respecting Mr. White's
column is that the Job Corps, which he
praises is indeed, as he said, “a sensible
scheme to train unemployable and tax
spending boys."”

The bill which we passed provides $295
million out of a total of $2,258 million
for this purpose—slightly more than 10
percent. The capacity of the Job Corps
camps is 42,000. The number of poor peo-
ple presently being reached by the multi-
tude of poverty programs is in the neigh-
borhood of 42 million. So that the Job
Corps has responsibility for about 10 per-
cent of the people who are currently be-
ing helped by the war on poverty. I wel-
come Mr. White's support for the Job
Corps, which is certainly a worthwhile
project, but it can hardly be called, as he
does, the heart of the poverty program.
Mr. White is correct in making the state-
ment that a majority of Job Corps
trainees are Negroes, but he is only cor-
rect by a little bit, because the figure is
55 percent.
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My fifth point is that there is massive
unemployment in the urban and rural
ghettos of America today, running as
high as 15 percent in Cleveland, and well
over 10 percent in such cities as Oakland,
St. Louis, Phoenix, and Los Angeles. To
refer to “unemployment in this country”
as “nonsense,” as Mr. White does, is to
put one’s head in the sand.

Nor are these people, most of them
young and able bodied, unemployable.
They just do not happen to have the
particular skills for which employers and
Government are looking today. I think,
with a little training, they can probably
acquire those skills. That is what the
program calls for. Without training, they
can still do the kind of work which could
easily be made and usefully made to re-
pair and bring up to date a thousand
projects all over the country where rela-
tively unskilled labor is in demand.

My sixth and last point is, with re-
spect to Mr. White, that I know of no
liberal Member of the Senate with whom
the administrators of the poverty pro-
gram are unpopular. Mr. White makes
that charge. It is the arch-conservatives
such as Mr. White with whom Sargent
Shriver and his able assistants are in
trouble.

I am glad indeed that Mr. White's
views did not prevail in the Senate. I
hope they will not prevail in the House.

Mr. President, I just wanted to note
that I had, earlier in my remarks, re-
ferred to the ABM system as a very ex-
pensive flying erector set. I think that is
the kind of term which makes it easier
and simpler to persuade the American
people that they are wasting their money
in a proposal which has no countervail-
ing benefits over and above the huge
sums of money which it will cost.

TAX INCREASE

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
there appeared in the Sunday Washing-
ton Post a very interesting article by
James Tobin, entitled “Tobin: Case for
Tax Increase Simple, Powerful.” I would
commend it to the reading of Senators
and the public.

It is interesting to note that the anal-
ysis of Professor Tobin would indicate
that prior to this time there had been no
real economic case compelling a tax in-
crease, even though the Government is
running a substantial budget deficit. The
professor makes an interesting argument
that for the future a tax increase may
be necessary. He points out in his article
that certain reductions in the name of
economy have to some extent had the
effect of calling upon the poor of the
Nation to bear the burden of reduction of
proposed expenditures.

I would suggest that it might be worth
considering the fact that we are going to
pass a social security bill in this Con-
gress which, in my judement, will go
substantially beyond that which was
voted by the House of Representatives.
This bill may very well go far beyond
what many people anticipate in an attack
on poverty in its own way, and in a very
dignified fashion, by increasing social
security benefits and providing medical
care and improving upon public welfare.




October 9, 1967

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the REecorp at this
point.

'There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 8, 1967]

ToBiN: CASE FOR TAXx INCREASE SIMPLE,
POWERFUL
(By James Tobin, sterling professor, Yale
University)

(Prof. Tobin, a former member of the
Council of Economic Advisers, writes a spe-
cial article for The Washington Post every
other month during the academic year.)

The case for a tax increase is simple and
powerful. Growing steadily at full employ-
ment, the American economy can normally
be expected to generate a supply of private
saving that just about matches private in-
vestment and state and local borrowing. This
balance of saving supply and demand is pre-
dicated on current tax rates, and on mone-
tary and credit conditions, easier than dur-
ing the squeeze of 1966. If the Federal Gov-
ernment piles on additional demands for sav-
ings to finance a large budget deficit, there
will simply not be enough saving to go
around. The result will be either inflation
or a tightening of credit markets and interest
rates, or most likely a mixture of the two,
until enough competing demands are
squeezed out of the market to restore
balance.

Here are the details of the rough balance
of full-employment private saving and
investment:

Normal Demands for and Supplies of Saving
(Percent of full employment GNP)
DEMANDS

Private investment in new struc-

tures and equipment____________ 10-101%
Accumulation of inventories._____._
Residential construetion___________ 31,4

Foreign investment (exports less

IDOEER), . <o o st i et 3%

T . S e S gy e i e 15-16
SUPPLIES

Capital consumption allowances...- 81

Corporate retained earnings. ._____ 215-3

Personal BAVINE..ccccocccccamanaaa 4415

e N R B Rl ¥ L T T 15-16

State and local fiscal operations do not
disturb this balance by as much as one per-
centage point either way. These govern-
ments are more likely to be in slight deficit
than in surplus, adding to the demand for
saving rather than to the supply.

INFLATIONARY GAP PROSPECTS

The Federal budget, unless taxes are in-
creased, will be in large deficit in 1968, be-
tween 114 and 214 per cent of full employ-
ment GNP. Therefore, the prospects are for a
sizable inflationary gap—excess demand of
the order of 12 to 20 billion dollars.

The Federal Government has already be-
gun to run a big deficit on a national income
accounts basis. The deficit was $15 billion
annual rate as early as the second quarter
of this year. Yet so far no inflationary gap
has appeared. Indeed the economy had a
narrow escape from recession early this year,
and has not yet eliminated slack in the
utilization of industrial capacity or even in
the labor market. So far this year rising Fed-
eral deficit spending has been a welcome
stimulus to the economy rather than a source
of inflationary pressure. This is because spe-
cial circumstances have depressed some of
the private demands for saving below the
“normal” values of the table above, and have
raised the supply.

This year inventory accumulation has been
abnormally low—below the amount needed
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for stocks of goods to keep pace with normal
growth of output and sales. Sooner or later
the excess stocks with which businessmen
began 1967 will be worked off. Residential
construction, though gradually reviving, has
not fully recovered from its 256 per cent reces-
sion in 1966. Eventually home building will
return to a more normal relationship to in-
come and to population growth—unless
failure of the government to take other
anti-inflationary measures forces the Federal
Reserve to administer a new dose of tight
money. Plant and equipment expenditures
have grown abnormally slowly this year, re-
flecting in part delayed impacts from tight
money and suspension of investment credit
in 1966 and in part the depressing influence
of the excess capacity and low profits of
1967. Burveys already indicate more rapid
growth next year. Finally, consumers can-
not be counted on to maintain the unusually
high saving rates of recent guarters.

EPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES TEMPORARY

These special ecircumstances are surely
temporary. Sooner or later private invest-
ment and saving will return to normal, and
the latent inflationary imbalance will be-
come a reality. The only question is, as it
has been all year, how soon. The basic sit-
uation is not hard to diagnose; but it has
been very difficult to tell when it will pre-
vail over the transient influences which have
controlled the course of the economy in 1967.

The Administration’s diagnosis has been
essentially correct. The recent accumulation
of statistical indications of accelerating pri-
vate demand should convince open-minded
skeptics. Good marksmen lead moving tar-
gets, and the government economists deserve
credit for recommending policies appropriate
to the future when they will take effect. If
the Council of Economic Advisers somewhat
overestimated the speed of this year's re-
covery, their error is harmless compared with
the stubborn myopia of their critics. It has
been distressing to observe the most eco-
nomically literate newspapers, The Washing-
ton Post and The New York Times, use their
editorial influence against responsible and
foresighted fiscal policy.

CASE FOR THE SURCHARGE

The case for the 10 per cent tax surcharge,
enacted at this session of Congress to take
full effect no later than January, is over-
whelming on grounds of economic stabiliza-
tion. Even with the surcharge, it is likely
that demand will be strong enough to take
up the slack now in the economy, to reduce
unemployment and tighten labor markets—
a most desirable development—and to in-
crease the rate of price inflation. The tax
surcharge will probably still leave some anti-
inflationary work for the Federal Reserve to
do. Without any tax increase, the inflationary
gap will be much too big for monetary policy
to close except by drastically restrictive
measures with very uneven, disruptive, and
inequitable incidence.

All too many people, unfortunately, refuse
to view the tax increase solely as a measure
of economic stabilization. True to form,
Professor Galbraith favors and Professor
Friedman opposes raising taxes; they both
have the same reason, that higher taxes at
any season will make the public sector larger
in the long run.

Influential members of Congress find the
surcharge proposal a lever to obtain reduc-
tions in civillan Federal expenditures they
don't like anyway. The politically marginal
items are welfare and anti-poverty expendi-
tures, and foreign economic assistance. Some-
how when fiscal conservatives call on the
government to “tighten its belt” and forgo
“luxuries,” they are always referring to pro-
grams intended to make life more tolerable
for the poor of this country and the world.
Surely the affluent taxpayers of the country
are better able than these people to shoulder
the economic burden of the Vietnam war.

28231

The press reports that Congress will exact
$5 billion cuts in expenditure as the price of
the tax increase, (Perhaps the Galbraith-
Friedman assumption that higher taxes and
higher expenditures go together is wrong, at
least in the short run.) The price might be
too high to pay. No doubt there are budget
items that could be eliminated or postponed
without hurting the country (e.g., supersonic
transport, agricultural subsidies, space ex-
ploration, highways, irrigation projects), but
these are not the items likely to be axed.
There are some expenditure cuts that would
do more damage to the country than inflation
would.

Other critics, in the Congress and out,
Justify their reluctance to increase taxes by
pointing to the many loopholes and in-
equities in the income tax code. Tax reform
is needed all right, and has been for years.
The case for reform is independent of the
current need to raise taxes to check inflation.
Oil depletion allowances, for example, are a
scandal, but that has been true for many
years. Let us wage each fight on its own bat-
tleground. If tax policy is to be used, as it
must be, for economic stabilization, we can-
not reopen all the complex issues and con-
flicts of interest involved in tax structure ev-
ery time the economic situation calls for a
rise or fall in tax revenues. For stabiliza-
tion we must have a simple, quick, neutral
way of adjusting taxes up or down. The pro-
posed tax surcharge is an excellent device.

WRONG TARGET

Finally, there are those, including many
of my colleagues in academia, who refuse to
support the proposed tax increase even
though they may recognize its economic
merits. They oppose the war in Vietnam.
Their protest 1s aimed at the wrong target.
War and war expenditures have already been
escalated. A vote to deny the Administration
the tax increase is a vote for inflation and
instability, not for peace. The scale of the
war would not be diminished by failure to
enact the surcharge, but expenditures to pro-
mote domestic tranquillity probably would
be. If the object is to bring home to the
American people, prior to the 1968 election
the costs of the Johnson Administration’s ad-
venture in Southeast Asia, the responsible
course is the one the President himself has
recommended, to raise the tax bills of al-
most every taxpayer.

BRITISH SPIFS FOR THE SOVIET
UNION

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, there appeared in the Washington
Sunday Post an article entitled “How
Philby Stabbed Into the Heart of British
Security,” and another entitled “Mac-
lean’s Spying More Vital Than British
Have Admitted.”

These articles should be read by people
interested in the history of the Korean
war. They highlight the fact that when
the Chinese Communists came into that
war British traitors made it possible for
the Chinese to know for certain that the
United States would not use the atom
bomb against the Chinese aggressors in
that fight, and also that America’s ene-
mies in that war were in a position to
know what this Nation was planning to
do before we could get around to doing
it. Having that information in advance,
they must have felt safe in taking the
gamble to risk a major war with the
United States.

Traitor Philby and traitors Maclean
and Burgess, it seemed, had very suc-
cessfully taken charge of the highest
connections of British intelligence. This
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Nation, it seems, had an understanding
with the British that we would not use
atomic weapons or attack the Chinese
coast without consultation with them.
The Attlee government was subjected to
such treachery that the Communists
were in a position to know, through the
Russian connections conveying informa-
tion to the Far East, every move that
America communicated to its allies.

That was a very unfortunate situation,
and is something we should keep in mind
in the future, when this Nation takes
steps that it regards as being essential
and vital in its own defense and to help
preserve the liberty of other countries
fighting to defend their liberties.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 8, 1967]

How PHILBY STABBED INTO THE HEART OF
BRITISH SECURITY—DISGUISED SPY SLIPPED
Past His LAX SUPERIORS

Lonpon.—Harold (Kim) Philby's achieve-
ment in becoming head of the Soviet section
of the British Secret Intelligence Service,
while himself being a Soviet agent, must
rank as one of the great professional coups
in the twisted history of esplonage.

Philby later went on to higher things when
he became the linkman between the SIS and
the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency, from
which position he could give his Soviet spy-
masters thorough general knowledge of the
operations of both the major Western intel-
ligence agencies.

But there iIs a classic quality about the
earlier achievement. The selection in 1944 of
Philby, already a Soviet agent of more than
ten years' standing as the man to conceive,
bulld and control a new British operation
agalnst the Russians is an event embodying
the purest essence of espionage.

‘WELL EQUIPFED

How was Philby able to do it?

First, he was superbly equipped for the
role of spy: His markmanship was excellent,
his mind was swift and clear, his nerves
were strong. Despite some powerful drinking,
he remained physically tough and resilient.
He was also extremely attractive to women.

But above these gqualities Philby had the
capacity to disguise his feelings and inten-
tions, a cruclal professional attribute of a
spy. For 30 years he lived as a passionate
Communist behind the facade of a middle-
class Englishman with Liberal-to-Conserva-
tive opinions.

1t is still almost impossible to find chinks
in the mask that Kim Philby first put on
when he was 22. There are one or two clues:
His writing was careful and restrained, and
many people who knew him recall an elusive
sense of distance or remoteness. Rarely did
he allow himself to be engaged in such a way
as to reveal his inner thoughts.

Had Philby been forced to spend more
time in first-class intellectual company dur-
ing those 30 years, it is questionable whether
he could have kept up the charade. But the
ineptitude of the British Intelligence Service
helped to make his fantastic career possible.

Because the SIS bureaucracy was protected
by layers of official mystery, the agency was
even less prepared than others in the British
establishment to cope with the mid-20th
century. The Service was a caricature of the
establishment, and so this is an account of
a great breach that opened up the defenses
of a soclal class, and therefore the defenses
of the nation.

Philby was born on New Year's Day, 1912,
in imperial India. Ironically, young Philby's
Indian playmates nicknamed him “EKim,"”
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after the half-caste boy of the Kipling book
whose central theme is intelligence work.

The boy's father, Harry St. John Bridger
Philby, was an officer of the Indian civil
service, a distinguished Arabist who, though
he came of middle-class background, rejected
its ordered virtues for the passionate, egotis-
tic culture of the Arabian deserts. 8t. John
Philby, like T. E. Lawrence, fought to free
the Arab lends from Turkish rule and later
came to share the Arab bellef that Britain
reneged on her promises at the end of World
War I,

In 1929 EKim Philby entered Cambridge,
where he met future colleagues Guy Burgess
and Donald Maclean. Philby's political bend
was steadily leftwards. His views were ex-
pressed more in private, although with great
conviction.

Philby had traveled in Central and Eastern
Europe during university vacations, and after
graduation in 1933 he went for an extended
stay to Germany and Austria. It was here
and then, in the early days of the Nazi terror,
that Philby’s resolve was hardened. He be-
came a determined Communist, and he was
recruited as an agent.

A few months after he left Cambridge,
Philby was glven his lifetime task—to pene-
trate British intelligence. Every plece of ob-
Jective evidence avallable points to this pe-
riod in late 1933, and is corroborated by the
accounts Philby has given to his children
who have visited him in Moscow since his
defection from Beirut in 1963.

On Feb. 23, 1934, Philby married an Aus-
trian Jewish girl, Alice Friedmann, in Vienna.
She was an avowed Communist, and now lives
in East Berlin with her third husband.

Philby and Alice returned to London, where
he became an assistant editor on a dying
liberal magazine. But Philby was to spend the
next five years carefully obscuring his left-
wing past beneath a right-wing camoufiage.

Obviously an excellent way to insulate one-
self against charges of communism was to
condone Hitler's Nazl regime, which both
Philby and Burgess did by joining the Anglo-
German Fellowship. Philby managed to have
his pieture taken at a Swastika-decked din-
ner. This was in 1836, just before the out-
break of the Spanish Clvil War, which gave
Philby another opportunity to establish his
public political position.

Philby went to Spain in February, 1937,
and began reporting as a free-lance writer
from the Franco side.

Recently in Moscow, Philby told hls son
John: “I wouldn’'t have lasted a week In
Spain without behaving like a Fascist." He
behaved so well, in fact, that General Franco
awarded him the Red Cross of Military Merit.

THE FIRST GLIMMERS

When the civil war ended, Philby had com-
pleted two years as an undercover Commu-
nist in Franco's camp. But was he already
spying on the British? There are two bits of
evidence.

One is that an officer named Pedro Giro re-
calls that in a cafe in Salamanca a German
agent passed a note to him with a warning
against two men then in the cafe. According
to the German, these men were British
agents. Twice subsequently, Giro saw Philby
locked in conversation with the same two
men.

Another point was noticed by Sam Pope
Brewer, a New York Times correspondent
(whose wife, Eleanor, Philby was to acquire
20 years later in Beirut). At press confer-
ences, Kim was always the last questioner
and the man who wanted to know just which
regiment had made just which move.

Perhaps at this point Philby, anxlous to
ingratiate himself with British intelligence
men, was collecting and passing on any tid-
bits he could get.

ZEANY CORRESPONDENT

When the British expeditionary force left
for France to fight the Germans, Kim Phil-
by went with them as the London Times"
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No. 1 war correspondent. His colleague, Bob
Cooper, thought Philby a wild, slightly
drunken and rather brutal young man, Eim,
it seems, was addicted to a curious bar game
which involved busting people’s knuckles,
Also, as in Spain, where he ~had acquired
a Royalist mistress, he was rather conspicu-
ously living with a girl, this time Lady Mar-
garet Vane-Tempest-Stewart.

Other colleagues still saw him as slightly
pro-fascist. He wore the Franco decoration
on his uniform. The disaster of Dunkirk in
June, 1940, brought Philby back to London.
At last conditions were ready for his crucial
penetration of British intelligence.

These conditions were nowhere better than
at the house where young intelligence offi-
cers set up residence. Among them were Guy
Burgess and a number of homosexuals, heavy
drinkers and hangers-on of varying types.

Philby was immediately taken into the
department for sabotage, subversion and
propaganda. His particular job was lecturing
on propaganda leaflet technique. Philby was
later transfered to a unit training for un-
armed combat behind enemy lines, but his
stammer and the fact that his work in
Spain had made him known to a great many
German military people made it seem sulecl-
dal to send him into occupied Europe.

So in the summer of 1941 Philby was re-
cruited for work in the Secret Intelligence
Service.

This agency, better known as MI-6, was
and is concerned with esplonage and counter-
esplonage in foreign countries. (MI-5, the
home unit of the mythical James Bond, con-
cerns itself with counter-espionage in Brit-
aln and the colonies). Both agencles had
suffered a severe contraction since the palmy
days of World War I. .

MI-6 had escaped any baslc reforms. Dur-
ing the 30s it had done its recruiting, in the
tradition of the Great Game of the establish-
ment, from the British police force in India
and partly among rich, upper-class young
men from London's financial district.

It was these men, often known as “the
stockbrokers,” who gave the Service its con-
nection with White's Club, one of London's
most exclusive men's clubs. This notorious
liaison stands at the center of any picture of
the wartime secret service. And it epitomizes
the rougish, dilettante quality of MI-6, of
which the rest of Whitehall, and especially
the embryonic professionals of MI-5, were
to become increasingly contemptuous over
the next decade.

Most of the top brass belonged there, in-
cluding Sir Steward Menzies, the MI-6 chief
until 1951 and the model for Ian Fleming's
fictional security chief “M." The etiquette of
the time was to leave Menzies alone with his
personal assistant when they were together,
since it was understood that they were “run-
ning the secret service or something.”

White’s provided, too, a fertile source for
emergency wartime recruits, on the basic
English principle that if you could not trust
your club, who could you trust?

As for Menzles himself, one former sub-
ordinate recalls: “He was terrifylng to work
with because he acted entirely on instinct.
He rarely read a single case right through,
yet he often came in with the answer.”

COUNTERESPIONAGE

Eim Philby became part of Section Five
of MI-6 which was responsible for counter-
esplonage, or more exactly, spying on the
German sples. Through personal contact
supplied by his old colleague Guy Burgess,
Philby became head of the Iberian subsec-
tion.

“Philby just did not have the contacts to
get that sort of job on his own,” said one of
his colleagues. “I know it was Burgess who
rang up someone and got him in.”

The Iberian subsection’s theater was a
vital one. Spain was a neutral, friendly to
Germany, and provided the perfect base for
operations against Britain's communications
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keystone, Gibraltar. Portugal was friendly
to Britain, but Portuguese Mozambique was
the center of German espionage operations
in southern Africa. It was in this connection
that Philby sent Malcolm Muggeridge to
Lourenco Marques and Grabham Greene to
Slerra Leone.

As a boss, Philby was a quick success. He
possessed both grasp and human sympathy,
faculties which evidently won him intense
personal loyalty. This was to be a feature of
his entire career, and it is with an almost
unspeakable sense of irony that associates
recall the word which they always felt
summed him up: “integrity.”

“You didn't just like him, admire him,
agree with him,” says one man who saw him
often from the war until his defection. “You
worshipped him."”

By 1943, two years after coming in, Philby
was firmly established as one of Menzies' very
best men.

But by early 1944 Philby was getting bored
by the limitations of the Iberian subsection,

It was then that Menzies asked Philby,
just a few months before D-Day, to revive
the defunct counter-espionage operation
against the Soviet Union. To Philby, this
must have seemed the ultimate opportunity,
and also to represent the ultimate folly of
the men above him.

Philby's appointment is a measure of the
blind faith in him on the part of his supe-
rlors, whose own reputations had been aided
by Philby’s work. Had Philby’s early Com-
munist experience been forgotten? Had it
been obliterated from the record by his ex-
cellent performance? Or was it, just conceiv-
ably, noted and, in a moment of supreme
political naivete, ignored?

The aging colonel who was the sole in-
cumbent of the inactive Soviet section was
pensioned off, and Philby moved in to build
an empire which, within 18 months, occupied
an entire floor and employed more than 100
people. Within two years, the section had ac-
cumulated a vast store of information on
Communists in Western countries, front or-
ganizations and the other now-familiar stuff
of Cold War counter-espionage. And EKim
Philby had acquired the confidence of his
staff,

““He could get them to do anything for
him,” one of them has recalled.

This witness remembers that everyone
there came from a strict security background,
where the rigid tradition was that office
desks should be locked at night. But Kim
broke that tradition as he broke so many
others. “Don’t worry about that,” he said,
“I'll lock them up later.”

“I didn't like to do it,” this witness now
says, “but he was so charming that I couldn't
refuse anything he asked.”

MACLEAN’S SPYING MoRE VITAL THAN BRITISH
HAVE ADMITTED

Lonpon, OcToBErR 7.—A secret intelligence
report which the Sunday Times tracked down
in Washington in the course of its investiga-
tions into the Philby conspiracy makes it
clear that, contrary to repeated British gov-
ernment assertions since 1951, Donald Mac-
lean had access to every crucial Anglo-Amer-
ican policy decision at the height of the
Cold War.

The report was compiled in 1956 by U.S.
State Department intelligence officers in an
attempt to assess the damage done by Mac-
lean and Guy D. Burgess who fled with him
in 19851, For the first time, the report reveals
the magnitude of Maclean’s espionage
achievements.

It Is also the first evidence from official
files that the British government has been
consistently misleading in its statements on
Maclean’s duties and the type of material
to which he had access.

In fact, the U.S. intelligence report reveals
that Maclean had knowledge of secret Anglo-
American exchanges on the North Atlantic
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pact, the Korean War and the Japanese peace
treaty.

It also shows, for instance, that Maclean
had full knowledge of the critical American
determination to “localize the conflict,” and
therefore of its decision not to allow the
United Natlons forces vnder Gen. Mac-
Arthur to carry the war against the Chinese
coast.

Both MacArthur and his chief of intelli-
gence, Gen. Charles Willoughby, were cer-
tain at the time that this information had
been passed to the Russians. Just before he
died, MacArthur complained that the Chinese
not only knew of this policy decision but
“all our strategic troop movements.”

Until now it has generally been believed
that Maclean, first secretary in the British
Embassy in Washington and later head of
the American Department in the Foreign
Office, passed to the Russians only marginal
atomic secrets. He saw these in the course
of his duties as U.K. secretary of the com-
bined policy committee—the body set up to
regulate the Anglo-American exchange of
scientific information on the atomic pro-
gram,

This information was vital enough, the re-
port reveals. Maclean was able to tell the
Russians the estimates made at that time
of uranium ore supply available to the three
governments—Britian, America, and Canada.

To appreclate the significance of this the
circumstances of 1947 have to be recalled. In
the early post-war years the world supply
of uranium was thought to be limited. The
West therefore embarked, In extreme secrecy
upon a program of “pre-emptive buying” of
uranium, in an attempt to corner all the
known resources. Maclean was in a position
to tell the Russians every detall of these vital
negotiations.

The revelations provide the first credible
explanation of the necessity that drove the
master-spy Harold Philby to risking, and in
the event wrecking, his whole espionage
career, to tip off Maclean before the British
security services could reach him.

Maclean was not, as previous explanations
have suggested, simply an old friend, He was
Russia's most important known diplomatic
spy in the cold war years,

THE PRESIDENT'S DECLARATION
OF FAITH

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I have
just returned from 2 weeks’ official as-
signment to Europe. Designated by the
Vice President as congressional adviser
to the 11th International Atomic Energy
Conference at Vienna, it was also my
privilege to attend at Geneva the 336th
plenary meeting of the 18-Nation Com-
mittee on Disarmament.

I talked to and listened to leading fig-
ures of many nations with a common
concern—nuclear progress for peace.

Everywhere, everyone asked about our
American President, whose authority is
not surpassed anywhere in the world,
whose responsibility is not matched,
whose burden is not equaled by anyone.

Our President answered for himself
and for his Democratic Party last Sat-
urday night.

I missed the President's party, but I
would not miss his declaration of faith.
It is a most important document of our
times.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
marks of the President of the United
States, delivered at Washington on Oc-
tober 7, 1967, be printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
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REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE PRESI-
DENT’S BaLL, WasHINGTON Hivron Ho-
TEL, WasHINGTON, D.C.

Thank you so much, Mr. Vice President,
Mrs. Humphrey, distinguished Governors and
outstanding Mayors of the Nation, Members
of the Cabinet, Members of the Congress, and
my beloved friends.

This is a very enjoyable evening. It is very
thoughtful, to say nothing about how gener-
ous it is of you to bring us all together for
this most pleasant evening.

I have been watching the polls pretty
closely here of late. As you might imagine,
I like some of them quite a lot more than I
like others. The ones I like best are those
that like me best,

But in this era in which we are living, I
wasn't too sure of their credibility—so the
other day I just went out and had a poll of
my own made.

You may be interested. The question went
this way:

“If President Johnson were to run against
the following nationally known Republican
leaders, who would you vote for?”

The first pairing showed:

Lyndon B. Johnson: 73%

William E. Miller: 27%

Then we added another picture that would
involve the entire ticket. The second pair-
ing dealt with the ficket of both President
and Vice President. Once again I am happy
to report that I think we did very well under
the circumstances.

Lyndon Johnson and Hubert H. Hum-
phrey—T71%

Harold E, Stassen and Ezra Taft Benson—
29‘;’0

I think I should tell you that we circulated
our poll among leading editors throughout
the country—and other experts. The response
seemed to be very good. One telegram I re-
member came in from a very important na-
tional magazine. It said:

“Congratulations, Mr, President, on a very
fine and well conducted poll.”

It was signed, "Editor, Literary Digest.”

A President, of course, sees a great many
expressions of public opinion. The other day
someone handed me this evaluation of the
state of the world:

“The earth is degenerating these days.
Bribery and corruption abound. Children no
longer mind parents. Every man wants to
write a book and it is evident that the end
of the world is approaching fast.”

I wonder who the columnist was. Later I
discovered that, whoever he was, he wrote
what he had to say on an Assyrian tablet
almost 5,000 years ago.

You don’t have to look far to see the same
kind of thing today—much of it is directed
at the man in the kitchen that President
Harry Truman talked about.

Some people think we are spending too
much, and some think we are not spending
enough.

Some people think we shouldn’t raise taxes,
and some think we should have raised them
last year.

Some think that we are not doing enough
for the people in need, and some think we
have done too much already.

Some think we should escalate the war
in Vietnam, and some think we should get
out of there tomorrow.

There 1s no lack of advice—however con-
tradictory. In the crises of this hour—as in
all others that we have faced since our Na-
tion began—there are plenty of recom-
mendations on how to get out of trouble
cheaply and fast.

Most of them in the last analysis really
come down to this: Deny your responsibili~
ties,

In world affairs, behave as if you were a
small nation with few interests; behave as
if the oceans were twice as wide as they
really are; behave as if you don’t care what
happens to people with different tongues or
different cultures, or colors of skin—so long
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as they aren’t shooting at your house—just
now,

Here at home, behave as if every baby is
born with the same chance to succeed in
life—although his crib may lie in the
squalid back room of a slum. Behave as if
rats were funny—too funny to fight with
Federal help. Behave as if health and educa-
tion and jobs were somebody else's con-
cern—not, yours. Behave as if the farmer is
getting as much as he deserves. Behave as if
you have no interest in helping local au-
thorities protect their communities from
crime and violence. Behave as if runaway
inflation is Inevitable—above all, never send
up a tax bill designed to fight inflation.

I hear and read a good deal of this kind
of advice. It i1s much more subtle than I
have described it tonight, more “reasonable”.
It is the voice not of the dove or the hawk,
but of the ostrich,

Be certain of this—In the time that I have
been give to lead this country, I shall not
follow that kind of advice.

The Democratic Party has never chosen the
road of irresponsibility. In the 1960's, Amer-
ica, under Democratic leadership, has faced
up to the poverty and discrimination in its
midst. It has not yet mastered them. But
it has started—started on the road toward
mastery—toward healing and educating and
training and employing those whom life was
passing by.

This party, and the programs it has in-
spired and legislated and turned into action,
has set a standard in the 1960's by which
every Administration that follows must be
Judged.

For it was we who sald poverty must be
abolished.

A good education must be the birthright
of every child

Our cities must be made fit for a free
people

The environment must be cleansed and
protected for every family

Our streets must be made safe for law=-
abiding citizens

And basic human rights must be made
real for every man and woman among us.

Let them say that we have aroused expec-

. tations. SBo have all of those who have liber-
ated men from dreamless sleep and sullen
apathy—and set them on the way to becom-
ing what their Creator intended them to be.

Let them say that we have not accom-
plished our goals entirely—that there is still
ignorance and misery and despair in our
cities and rural towns. Yes, there is—and
there always will be, unless America com-
pletes the work we have already begun in
these seven years.

My {friends, next year will be a tfesting
time for America.

The guestion our people are going fo have
to answer is clear:

Shall we go on bullding?

Or shall we become discouraged with our-
selves, Impatient that the work is not yet
finished? Shall we bury all that we have
begun: with such hope and promise—
and bury it In a shroud of inaction and
reaction?

You here tonight have come a long way
to give your answer. Every State in the Union
is represented in this hall tonight.

You are making it possible for the party
that believes in building to take its case to
the people—to tell them what we promised
to do on that August evening Iin 1964 at
Atlantic City we have done—and that Amer-
iea is a richer and stronger and fairer Nation
today because Democrats made it so, And
‘we have only begun,

Our party and our country is greater than
any of us. It is entitled to the best from
all of us.

As for myself, my first and last business
is trying to win and trying to secure the
peace, That task will take all that I have—
and I shall glve it gladly.
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So tonight I tell you that I will work as
hard as any man can work for his country,
and I will do everything in my power to
build a record for our Democratic Party that
America will enthusiastically embrace 13
months from now.

I regret that I cannot predict, this evening,
when the issue that most concerns us will
be resolved.

I do know that we are following the road
of responsibility in Vietnam, as we are here
at home. I know—I know probably as well as
any man, save those who are fighting for us
out there tonight, at this very hour—that it
is a rough road to travel. But the road, I
think, does lead to a free Asia—and the road
does lead, I think, to a freer and a happler
and a more secure United States.

I believe the American people will follow
its course—not blithely, not cheerfully—for
they all lament the waste of war; but they
will follow it with a firm determination, now
that we have begun it, to see it through all
the way.

A very brave man, reflecting on the years
that lay ahead for his country, back in 1960,
had this to say:

“Now the age of consolidation is over and
once again the age of change and challenge
has come upon us."”

The result, John Fitzgerald Kennedy sald,
is that

“The next year, the next decade, in all
likelihood the next generation, will require
more bravery and wisdom on our part than
any period in our history. We will be face to
face, every day, in every part of our lives and
times, with the real issue of our age—the
issue of survival.”

So we are.

I live with that knowledge.

I lve every day with the responsibilities
it entalls—with those our country bears, be-
cause it is the strongest and it is the freest
of all nations, and also with those that I bear,
because of the office I hold.

If I may, let me speak quite personally
to you for a moment.

I have—as you know—spent my entire life
in the political arena. I treasure the sup-
port of our people. I treasure that support
as much, I think, as any man could. And
I know, as you must know, that there are
many who suggest ways to increase that
support—temporarily—by softening or re-
nouncing the struggle in Vietnam, or es-
calating it to the red line of danger, by
giving in and retreating on the tax proposal,
by abandoning the fight against discrimina-
tion—the fight for the poor—here at home.

Some say there is short term political gain
for me, and for our party, if we could follow
this kind of a course.

But what about a year from now? What
about five years from now? What would
choosing that course mean—not just for
Lyndon Johnson, not just for the Demo-
cratic Party, but for the glorious United
States of America?

It would mean, in my opinion, greatly in-
creasing the chances of a major war—not
this year, but in the years immediately
ahead.

It would mean imposing a far more oner-
ous tax, a tax of inflation, on all of our peo-
ple—and the poorest among us—not just
this year, but next year.

It would mean dooming our cities to angry
strife and squalor—in every year yet to
come.

8o we do have a choice.

We can take the easy road tonight, deny-
ing our responsibilities, hoping that a rise in
our polls will compensate for what we ought
to have done for our country.

Or we can take the harder road of re-
sponsibility. We can do what we belleve is
right for our children's future, though it
may mean a great deal of present paln,

I have made my choice. And I pray that I—
and we—will have enough of that bravery,
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unselfishness and wisdom that Jack Kennedy
sald we would need—to see it through, all
the way.

Just an additional minute. I won't be
long. You have been here too long already, I
know.

This is not in the text, but I want to say
it while I have the chance.

This party tonight, this salute, should
have been given to the man who really de-
serves it, The next one that the Democratic
Committee gives {s going to be for the man
who deserves it more than any Vice President
who ever served this Nation—Hubert
Humphrey.

And to those great Governors of great
Democratic states, those outstanding mayors
from Chicago, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia,
from throughout the country, who have
come a long way to be here tonight to glive
us their support and their inspiration, to
those of you who have made sacrifices from
your family and your own luxury to come
here and make it possible for your country
to get the truth message, I want to tel] you
that we are so grateful.

It gives us such encouragement and
strength to know that all of you in this
room, and in the other room, would want to
do what you have done.

To the National Committee, the Ch
and Vice Chairman, Mr. Bailey nn:hm
m ‘:l) l;lrb Criswell, who has done a re-

e job, I want to sa
hesrless y thank you very

This is not a group of big men, rich men

2:1: 1‘;11 ?otus gr:up of little men and poor

g B not a group from the
Se;hbmum or the West Coast, i
group comes from ey state In th

Union—more from New Yor:?nunols, Ohlg
and Pennsylvania, some of the larger states,
than from the smaller ones. But every state
has sent someone here tonight.

The person who is most responsible for
that, and the person who is most responsible
for ridding us of all the troubles-and heart-
aches that come from trying to meet left-
over bills, is a qulet, silent, humble man
from New York named Arthur Erim, who
the people who believe in the Democratic
Party owe as much to as any man who ever
served the Democratic Party.

Thank you very much,

CHIEF LAYTON COMMENTS ON
CRISIS IN LAW AND ORDER

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, having been recently advised by
the Postmaster General of the plans for
the issuance of a postage stamp during
fiscal year 1968 as a law and order com-
memorative stamp, I communicated
with the District of Columbia Police
Chief, John B. Layton, to advise him
of my gratification and satisfaction on
learning of this decision.

Chief Layton’s acknowledgment
states plainly his feeling that we are
reaching a crisis stage in this country
as it relates to respect for law and order.
As a person who has long deplored the
passivity of a large portion of the peo-
ple in the Nation toward persons openly
and continuously displaying contempt
for law and order, I feel it is well for
the general public to have access to
Chief Layton’s remarks.

I support his view. Moreover, I am
convinced that actions and expressions
of support for greater law enforcement
and greater respect for law enforcement
officers will go a long way toward creat-
ing a better atmosphere for community
relations throughout the United States.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
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ter from Police Chief Layton be printed

in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

SEPTEMBER 29, 1967.
Hon. RoserT C. BYRD,
U.S. Senate,
0ld Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SeNATOR BYrD: Many thanks for
sending me coples of the letter you sent to
Mr. Quinn Tamm and the one you received
from Mr. Lawrence F. O'Brien relative to the
approval of a stamp based on the theme of
respect for law and order.

I am delighted that the stamp will be is-
sued and certainly appreciate your efforts in
that direction. I feel that we are reaching
a crisls stage in this country as it relates
to respect for law and order; therefore, every
forward step we can take in increasing such
respect for obedience to the law is most de-
sirable. There is no doubt that the US.
Postal Stamp is a positive action in that
direction.

With kind regards and appreclation for
your continuing support of effective law en-
forcement, I am,

Bincerely yours,
JoHN B. LAYTON,
Chief of Police.

HEART FUND PROGRAM OF AHEPA

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, my good
friend Andrew Fasseas, who was elected
last month Supreme President of the
Order of AHEPA, has brought to my at-
tention the Order’s heart fund program
and its accomplishments in the last few

ears.

. Through the efforts of the fraternity,
young boys and girls from Greece, suffer-
ing from a heart condition which can
only be corrected with speeial surgery in
the United States, were brought here
and through open heart operation were
given a new normal life.

I consider this an excellent human-
itarian effort for which the Order of
AHEPA and its membership ought to be
commended.

There are over 800 youngsters whose
condition is reported to require this
delicate operation before they are able
to live normally again.

I sincerely feel that everything pos-
sible will be done to help restore their
health and give them a new chance in
life.
I hope also that several, fresh sur-
geons who, after being properly trained
in this type of surgery in the United
States, can go back and perform these
life-saving operations in Greece.

I commend Andrew Fasseas and the
Order of AHEPA's heart fund program
for its great humanitarian efforts.

WHY TAX INCREASE WILL NOT
STEM INFLATION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, for
many weeks I have been contending on
the floor of the Senate that Members of
this body should recognize that their vote
for a tax increase is unlikely to have
much effect on inflation.

A front-page article written by John
O’'Riley and published in this morning’s
‘Wall Street Journal says why persuasive-
1y and concisely. With the reputation, the
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time, and the intellectual equipment, it
would seem likely that some of the Na-
tion's brilliant academic economists
would make some analysis of the impact
of a tax increase on the economy in terms
of its effect on particular prices.

It would be hard to conceive of a more
appropriate basis for tax policy decision
by Congress.

Certainly with the responsibilities
borne by governmental economists one
would expect this kind of analysis. But
if such an analysis has been made it has
been suppressed. No governmental econ-
omist has explained to Congress just
what prices will be restrained by a tax
increase. Certainly the consensus is that
food will not be affected. It is clear that
commodities for which the supply is
abundant and demand deficient will not
be affected. As for steel, autos, and chem-
icals, the tax increase will not stem the
inflation we are already suffering in these
areas.

Mr, O'Riley suggests another area:
where demand has been for years con-
sistently outpacing supply and promises
to do so for years to come, as in medical
care service and household service, the
tax increase will have little effect in
stemming a steady, relentless inflation.
In the many areas where costs are pre-
dominant—that is, where the labor com-
ponent is big and decisive and the supply
of that labor is limited—it will take years
of time, not a 10-percent surtax, to stem
inflation.

Where, then, will the tax increase slow
down the rise of prices? There may be
some products whose prices would be
sensitive, but it is doubtful whether in
the aggregate they would have much real
effect on the cost of living.

Certainly, if Congress is to increase
every American’s taxes by 10 percent, and
if the principal reason for the proposed
tax increase is to stem inflation, the ad-
ministration owes the Congress far more
than wild statements that without the
tax increase the economy will be in
shambles, or that the inflation tax with-
out a tax increase will be far worse than
the inflation and tax increase that our
citizens will suffer if we pass the tax

increase. But no such analysis has been -

made available.

Mr. President, I can only conclude that
when such competent economists as the
present council of economic advisers, and
such able national tax-hike proponents
as Walter Heller, Joseph Pechman, Otto
Eckstein, James Tobin, and others, fail to
come up with the kind of specific analysis
of just how the tax increase will solve
the inflation problem—the long-run con-
clusion is that they cannot show how the
tax increase will do the job, simply be-
cause it will not. If the tax hike would
slow inflation, the proponents of the tax
increase would give us more than general-
ized appeals to their prestige; they would
give us a specific commodity-by-com-
modity analysis, and then an overall
quantitative summary.

I ask unanimous consent that the
O'Riley article, which gives us at least a
beginning of the commodity-by-com-
modity argument, be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the article
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

THE OUTLOOK : APPRAISAL OF CURRENT TRENDS
IN BUSINESS AND FINANCE

If a few milllon people who heretofore
couldn't afford to eat steak at all sud-
denly find themselves able and eager to eat
it every day, the price of steers will go up.
And they will stay up until cattle men can
get more beef on the market. This is ele-
mentary supply-and-demand economics.
Some might ecall it kindergarten economics,
Yet it may be worth pondering by those who
expect a boost In Federal taxes, if it comes,
to put a big brake on the rising cost of liv-
ing. Chances are good that the proposed tax
increase will do no such thing.

Few economists can contemplate with
comfort the huge Federal deficit that appar-
ently lies ahead. The prospect of the Gov-
ernment, unable or unwilling to cut its
spending, pumping out maybe as much as
$30 billion a year more buying power than
it takes in, hardly promises price stability.
It looks like & price pusher-upper if there
ever was one. And a tax hike should nip
some of its potency. But a close look at the
pull and tug of supply and demand suggests
that the prices most responsible for the
climbing cost of living will probably keep
on rising with or without a tax boost.

The so-called “cost of living index” comes
out every month. It reflects what consumers
pay for (1) all kinds of commodities and
{2) all services—haircuts, bus rides, hospital
care, and so on. The index always makes page
one headlines. It is nearly always up. It
is often described as “spiraling.”

When this index is broken down into its
internal components, it is quickly apparent
that some components—mostly services—
have risen drastically more than others in
recent years, The commodities, or physical
consumables, have In general been the slow
risers.

The table below, using price index figures
with the 1957-50 average as a base and
rounding off fractions, shows what's hap-
pened to the service costs in this decade.

Service 1957-59  Now  Percent

change
N sandees. ... ..ol ioe il 100 128 428
Household services. . _ -3 100 127 +27
Public transportation. 100 133 +33
Medical care service. 100 147 +-47
Other services........ 100 132 +32

The following table shows the record for
the average of prices on all consumer-bought
commodities, as well as that for some of the
key commodity groups.

Commodity 1957-59 Now  Percent

change
Al Commodities. . ____________: 100 112 +12
Food Eaten at Home___ % 100 114 414
Men's, Boys’ Applrsi_ 100 114 -+14
Women's, Girls" Apparel 100 109 +9
New Cars__.___.__ 100 97 -3
Household Durables 100 98 -2
Housefurnishings. .. .ccocoeee- 100 101 +i

Behind the big difference in the two tables
are the forces of supply and demand. The
richly prospering American soclety in recent
years has simply been demanding services in
greater quantity than they could be sup-
plied—at old prices. In the area of physical
commodities, the producers, generally, have
been keeping up,

The most dramatic example in the service
area, of course, s medical care. Health insur-
ance—Blue Cross, Blue Shield—has enabled
rapidly expanding millions of people to effec-
tively demand far more medical care than
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they ever had before. And medical facilities
are hard put to meet this demand.

Here's a quick rundown on the swift rise
in the number of people covered by Blue
Cross and Blue Shield over the past two
decades:

Year Blue Cross Blue Shield
30, 498, 682 9,934, 908
37,515,745 16, 182, 014
56, 063, 215 44,492, 603
63,713,722 54,627, 902

Nor does this complete the medical demand
story. Medicare for the old and Medicaid for
the poor now add new demand pressure. Some
19 million elderly folks are already covered by
Medicare. And in the 27 states which have so
far adopted Medicaid, 10.6 million poor are es-
timated to be eligible for this coverage.

How all this immense pressure pushes hos-
pital costs skyward is too well known to be de-
tailed. It means heavy demand for more hos-
pital help at higher wage rates and for more
costly hospital equipment.

Will a tax increase perceptibly abate this
upward pressure on medical costs? It is hard
to argue convinecingly that it will

In other service areas—hair cutting, house
cleaning, bus driving, TV repairing—it is
harder to put the supply-demand factor
sharply in focus. But it is there. With a pros-
perous and growing population demanding
more services, it is hard to increase the sup-
ply. College-minded America puts a low
status rating on many service jobs. Many a
hard working bus driver, or barber, is putting
his boy through college. And when the boy
gets out, he most likely won't drive a bus,
Or cut hair, Or repair TV sets. Yet the buses
still have to run. Hair keeps growing. TVs
keep conking out.

Will a Federal tax hike put a halt to the
rise in New York bus or subway fares? Or the
climb in the repairman’s fees? It may, but
it is not the sort of thing you'd want to
bet on.

The area where consumer price increases
have been the smallest in recent years is that
of manufactured products. The cost of such
things as automobiles and household appli-
ances is simply not inflated. In relation to
rising incomes, they are notably deflated.

Holding down the prices of manufactured
products, of course, s massive capacity to
produce—and the sharp competition that
goes with it. Cars, television sets, refrigera-
tors, toasters, garden tools flow from US,
factories in Increasing torrents. Capacity to
increase the flow expands every day.

Competing with this big home output is
the heavy flow of goods from the factories of
Europe and Japan, It all lands in the retail
stores

No one strolling through the jam-packed
consumer durable department of a big retail
store can fail to see why it isn't easy to ralse
prices on this merchandise.

Thus while supply-demand forces work
against cost-of-living increases where such
increases have been smallest, they still exert
an upward push where gains have been
sharpest and will likely continue doing so—
with or without a tax boost.

JoHN O'RILEY,

COLUMBUS—“TRIALS AND TRI-

UMPHS"—BY DR. JAMES FOR-
RESTER

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, in this
world which has known turbulence for
thousands of years—a world that in this
day looks to an America of an age less
than 500 years, looks to this compara-
tively new land for security and respon-
sibility—it seems fitting to look back to
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America's beginnings as we approach
Columbus Day.

A scholarly treatise on Columbus, his
trial and his triumphs, has just come to
my attention.

Its author is a distinguished educator
and churchman—not of Columbus’ an-
cestry nor Columbus’ faith. He is Dr.
James Forrester, president of Gordon
College and Gordon Divinity School, in
Wenham, Mass.

A native of Scotfland, a graduate of
Canadian and California universities,
Dr. Forrester was an Air Force chaplain
in World War II, serving in the Pacific
combat zones of the Marianas, Iwo Jima,
and the Philippines.

He was the first American chaplain to
conduct a Christmas Eve service on
Mount Suribachi on Iwo Jima, and he
delivered the Easter Sunday message of
1965 at the Boston Naval Shipyard from
the deck of the historic U.S.S. Constifu-
tion.

As a man who has made American his-
tory himself, the history of America is
close to his heart and his essay on Co-
lumbus deserves a place in every Ameri-
can classroom.

It is the product of deep research and
is in a literary framework of the finest
expression. I deem it an honor to have
the privilege of making it a permanent
chapter of our American history by ask-
ing unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the treatise
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

CoLuMBUS—"TRIALS AND TRIUMPHS"
(By Dr, James Forrester, president, Gordon

College and Gordon Divinity School, Wen-

ham, Mass.) 4

America is the story of costly discovery,
prodigious effort and the conviction that in
a context of rasponslble freedom, human life
can achieve its God-intended fulfillment.
Christopher Columbus never could have
imagined what he initiated when he hoisted
his flag on the Santa Maria in August, 1492,
and sailed her out of Palos Harbor and over
the western horizon. His subsequent discov-
ery was to double man's geographical knowl-
edge and open the way for the greatest ex-
pression of human freedom ever attained.
This courageous Italian mariner has an in-
contestable place of honor in the vanguard
of our national heroes. The sufferings and
trials which he endured in achieving his
goal are little known,

Through the gate he opened to the west
nearly 500 years ago has flowed an ever-
widening stream of freedom-seeking hu-
manity, Those who came in his wake can
read a nation’s creed which he could never
have written:

“Give me your tired, your poor—
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe
free,
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore
Send these, the homeless tempest-tossed to
me:
I 1ift my lamp beside the golden door."

Let no voice discredit this Italian navi-
gator of amazing Ingenuity and dedication.
His indefatigable efforts were motivated by
two clear purposes. He had a religious dedi-
cation, He wanted to propagate the Christian
falth in Asia and convert the Grand Khan.
He wished to rescue the holy sepulchre of
Jerusalem from the Moslems. He had also an
explorer’s dedication. He wanted to reach the
far continent believed to be Asia. Attempts
have been made to diminish the importance
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of his role in the discovery of America, Let
these documented facts speak for themselves.
Let every Itallan-American stand in the
proud glory of this historic event as we cele-
brate Columbus Day!

Christopher Columbus was born in Genoa
about 1435, the son of Domenico Columbus
and Susannah Fontanarossa. He was given a
good basic education in geometry, geogra-
phy, astronomy, and navigation at the Uni-
versity of Pavia. As early as 14 years of age
he made sea voyages which were filled with
daring. As a young man Columbus was iden-
tified with some of the naval action related
to the wars between the Italian states. He
commanded a vessel in a small flotilla led by
a cousin called “Columbo the Younger," to
intercept four Venetian galleys returning,
richly laden with merchandise from Flanders,
Battle was joined off the Portuguese coast.
Columbus engaged a huge Venetian vessel.
In the heavy exchange of missiles, the Vene-
tian vessel caught fire. Preliminary to board-
ing, the ships had been fastened together
with grappling chains. They became one
flaming mass. The crews threw themselves
into the sea. Columbus seized an oar among
the floating debris and swam two leagues to
the shore of Lisbon.

Lisbon became the place of opportunity for
Columbus to advance his knowledge of navi-
gation and to heighten his curiosity about
the world. He married Dona Felipa, the
daughter of Bartholemew Monis de Pere-
strello, who was an Italian cavalier in the
service of Prince Henry and one of his most
distinguished navigators. Perestrello founded
a colony in the Madeira Islands and was
visited by Columbus at Porto Santo. Here
Columbus made a living by drawing maps
and charts. When Perestrello died, Columbus
came into possession of all the logs and navi-
gation records of his deceased father-in-law,
He talked with seamen who had made voy-
ages in the western seas. He knew that Prince
Henry of Portugal believed the Continent of
Africa to be cilrcumnavigable and he had
heard and read tales of the riches of Asia.
Columbus salled occasionally the Portuguese
trade routes and knew the narratives of
Marco Polo.

Fortuitously, at about the time the vigor-
ous mind of Columbus was wrestling with
the hypothesis of a direct sea route to Asia
westward from Spain, an important ald to
ocean navigation was being developed. The
physicians of John, II, of Portugal, Roderigo
and Joseph, the latter being a Jew, together
with the celebrated cosmographer Martin
Bohen, developed what was to be the fore-
runner of the sextant. The use of the astro-
labe enabled seamen to ascertain their dis-
tance from the equator by measuring the
altitude of the sun.

Step by step Columbus pieced the data
together which convinced him that by sail-
ing west he could reach Asia. He had no idea
that America and the Pacific Ocean lay be-
tween Spain and Asia by the western route.
But the brave dream of Columbus was taking
shape which was to launch him toward the
setting sun and the historic opening of the
new world.

Columbus needed ships, men and supplies
to implement his daring concept. He first
tried to interest the city of Genoa but the
Genoese wrote him off as a visionary schemer,
Columbus appealed to King John, II, of
Portugal. He referred him to a committee or
junto charged with matters of maritime dis-
covery. They treated Columbus' project as
extravagant and visionary. This junto, seeing
that Eing John, II, might help Columbus,
suggested that Columbus be kept in suspense.
The Bishop of Ceuta and the junto secretly
dispatched a vessel to see if there was any
foundation to Columbus’ theory—that the
world was round and if there was a western
route to India. King John, II, assented to
this scheme and they required Columbus to
submit a detailed plan of his proposed voy-
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ages, with all charts and documents. A cara-
vel was dispatched with the ostensible design
of ¢ provisions to the Cape Verde
Islands but with private instructlons to fol-
low Columbus’ routes. The vessels ran into
severe storms and wild tumbling waves. The
sailors lost courage and came back ridiculing
the project of Columbus as extravagant and
irrational. Columbus was without support,
had suffered the loss of his wife and found
himself destitute and disillusioned by the
fraudulent treatment of his patron. Then
began the lonely testing of the strength of his

urpose,
® He left Lisbon in secret with his son, Diego,
and offering the princes of Europe the dis-
covery of the new world, he begged his way
from court to court. One day while passing
a convent he begged a plece of bread for his
famished lad. In 1485 he turned to the Span-
ish Duke of Medina Cell and opened up his
plan to give the concept to the King of
France for implementation. The Duke at first
thought that he might by himself furnish
the caravels to Columbus for his grand de-
sign. He kept him waiting more than two
years and finally referred the matter to Queen
Isabella of Spain. The Spanish Court was
too heavily involved in the Moorish wars,
however, and Columbus with his scheme was
referred to a committee presided over by the
Queen’'s confessor, Fray Hernando de
Talavera.

After much time-consuming delay, the
committee reported that it was vain and
impracticable. Columbus did not give up but
instead continued to gather support among
influential friends of the Queen. Difficulties
plagued his efforts continually. The scarcity
of funds, the Jealousy of courtiers, the
doubts of King Ferdinand, the perfidy of
those he trusted would have turned aside
anyone but this lion-hearted mariner with
the vision of the New World in his eyes.

Finally Queen Isabella consented to sup-
port the expedition, declaring, “I undertake
the enterprise for my own Crown of Castile
and will pledge my jewels to raise the neces-
sary funds.” Eighteen years of heartbreaking
disappointment and unrelenting pursuit of
the goal had brought Columbus to the first
major step in fulfillment.

But there was still critical struggle ahead.
When Columbus went to Palos to obtain and
prepare his vessels, the owners refused to
furnish them. When that difficulty was re-
solved, the ship bullders did faulty work
sabotaging critical components and did a
sloppy job on the caulking of the vessels.
Stories spread among the seamen of the wild
visionary who would launch them on stormy
untraveled waters with his primitive charts.
Beamen had to be impressed by force to man
the ships. Fortunately, two brothers named
Martin and Vincente Pinzon, who were nav-
igators of demonstrated courage and ability,
threw in their lot with Columbus and fur-
nished one of the vessels which had an effect
of allaying opposition.

The vessels were ready in 1482 and August
3, Columbus hoisted his flag on the Santa
Maria. The Pinta was commanded by Martin
Alonzo Pinzon, with his brother Francisco
Martin as pilot, The Nina was commanded by
Vincente Yaney Pinzon and had latine salls,

One hundred and twenty persons were on
the three ships, Including a physiclan and
surgeon.

‘When the ships set sail from Palos, a deep
gloom spread over the community because
almost everybody had relatives on board.

On the third day at sea, the Pinta’s rudder
was discovered broken and unhung, sabo-
taged by her owners. They finally made the
Canary Islands where repairs were made.
While salling among the islands, the crews
were terrified by the belching volcano, Ten-
eriffic.

Columbus faced new dangers. While taking
on water, he received word that Portuguese
caravels were hovering off the islands to cap-
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ture him. Fortunately he put out to sea
quickly and avolded them. When out of sight
of land, his own crew was In a constant
state of panic and had to be reassured con-
tinuously. The crude navigation Instruments
deviated by five of six degrees from the
North Star on Septemiber 13. This brought
consternation to the pilots. Columbus had to
keep two sets of calculations, one known only
to himself and the other for the consolation
of the crew. For twenty-one days they sailed
on beyond the Canarles without any sight of
land into wholly unknown seas. Would threat
of mutiny now deter Columbus from the an-
swer to the question which would open a
new epoch in history? Would sullen officers

‘and superstitious seamen break the firm re-

solve which had stood the testing of eighteen
years of cruel reversal. Joaguin Miller poet-
ically deplicts Columbus glving his answers
from the bridge to the *“blanched mate’'s”
guestion:

“These very winds forget their way
For God from these dread seas is gone.
Now, speak, brave admiral, speak and say—
He said, “‘Sail on! sail on! and on!"

(From “Columbus” by Joaquin Miller,
1839-1913.)

Then came October 12, 1492, after Co-
lumbus had spotted a wavering light on the
horizon and a sallor on the Pinta announced
a landfall. Columbus and his men went
ashore, knelt before God in thanksgiving,
and named the island San Salvador which
means Holy Savior.

What does it matter now if Columbus
thought the island close to India and called
the natives Indians? The great Atlantic had
been crossed and the intrepid Italian naviga-
tor had opened "the line of unimaginable
coasts” and had established forever in his-
tory his rightful claim as the discoverer of
the new world.

But having discovered America Columbus
still had no peace, for new problems arose
which would try the patience of any ordi-
nary man. On November 19, 1492, while ex-
ploring the islands, the Pinta, commanded
by Martin Alonzo Pinzon, slipped away and
deserted. Columbus thought Pinzon intended
to take upon himself a separate command or
hasten back to Spain and bear off the glory
of discovery. On December 24, 1492, Colum-
bus set sail from Port St. Thomas. The
steersman in charge of the helm put a ship
boy in charge and went to sleep. This was in
violation of Columbus' orders, and subse-
quently the ship was driven upon a sand
bank and broken up. Here they built a fort
of the wreck and called it La Navidad. On
January 4, 1483, Columbus set sail for Spain.

On the way they met the Pinta, and Pinzon
told Columbus he hadn't deserted, but was
looking for gold. Columbus accompanied
Pinzon to the place where the gold was sup-
posed to be, and the natives protested to Co-
lumbus that Pinzon had captured four men
and two girls to be sold In Spain as slaves.
Columbus found this to be true and forced
Pinzon to return the captives. On his return
to the Old World, he landed at Portugal and
was received with great acclaim, but the king
and court were s0 jJealous they planmned to
assassinate Columbus. Fortunately, the king
would have no part in it. He then returned
to Spaln and was treated like a Roman con-
gqueror. On the evening of his arrival in
Spain, the Pinta, commanded by Martin
Alonzo Pinzon, entered the river, Pinzon,
seeing that Columbus had arrived already
and learning of his triumphant reception,
feared to meet Columbus because of his de-
sertion In Cuba. If he had arrived first, he
intended to proclalm discovery of the New
World to himself. However, the Spanish court
refused to admit him, and he died a few
days later in disgrace.

On September 25, 1493, Columbus made a
second voyage from Cadiz, Spain. When he
arrived at La Navidad, he found the fort
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sacked and burned. He then founded the
Christian city of Isabella. While making fur-
ther explorations, he discovered a mutiny
among his men, and Columbus ordered the
ringleaders arrested. This bred hostility
among the Spanlards since he was a for-
eigner among them. Disease and shortages of
supplies caused great anxlety to Columbus
plus the fact that the Spaniards did not
treat the natives as kindly as Columbus de-
sired. On March 15, 1495, hordes of native
Indians gave battle, and it was very fortu-
nate that the forces of Columbus won. Some
of the mutineers returned to Spain and made
trouble for Columbus. Other Spanish sub-
jects were given licenses to make voyages
and settle on the island. This brought many
adventurers to the New World in search of
gold.

On March 10, 1496, Columbus returned to
Spain with 225 sick persons after a rough
voyage. Upon his return, he found that envy
and malice had undermined his popularity.
On May 30, 1498, he made his third voyage
to Amerlca and discovered Trinidad. When
he arrived in Isabella, he found his followers
in revolt, and eventually he had to hang
some of the mutineers and was beset with
internal troubles. At this time Ferdinand
and the Spanish court became dlscouraged
because there wasn't more profit In these
enterprises of Columbus. They sent one, Don
Francisco de Bobadilla, over to investigate
Columbus in August 23, 1500. While Colum-
bus was away, his brother, Don Diego, was
seized, thrown in frons and confined on board
a caravel for no reason. When Columbus re-
turned, he and his other brother, Don
Bartholomew, were also seized and bound in
chains. The rebels claimed that Columbus
had treated them cruelly.

Columbus and his brothers were returned
to Spain In chalns. When they arrived in
Cadiz, Spain, it caused a sensation. Fer-
dinand and Isabella were incensed and
ordered Columbus freed and his property
restored.

On May 9, 1502, Columbus undertook his
fourth and last voyage to the new world.
On this trip his crew mutinied. He was ship-
wrecked on an Island for a whole year before
help came. On returning to Spain, Isabella
dled and Ferdinand refused to give him his
Just honors and estates. This last voyage had
shattered his frame beyond repair, and the
suspension of his honors robbed him of that
repose so necessary in old age. Columbus
died broken-hearted on May 20, 1508, at the
age of about 70 years, and his remains were
finally burled in Havana, Cuba,

Surely no explorer ever underwent such
suffering and hardship as Columbus, and no
explorer has ever discovered so much for so
little a reward. Let us never attempt to take
away from Columbus the honors of his dis-
covery which were denied him during his
lifetime.

Let him rest In peace as the discoverer of
Amerlca,

GEORGE J. CONKLING, CONNECTI-
CUT COMMISSIONER OF FINANCE

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, one of
the key men in the government of the
State of Connecticut is George J. Conk-
ling, finance commissioner. George is a
man of outstanding ability, unswerving
integrity, and deep knowledge. There is
no man in the State of Connecticut who
better understands the problems of State
government. I consider it a great privi-
lege to have appointed him as finance
commissioner. Gov. John Dempsey re-
appointed him and reposes the highest
confidence in him.

Robert Conrad, of the Hartford Times,
wrote a most perceptive article on George
as a public servant and as a person. I

e
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ask unanimous consent that the article,
dated October 5, 1967, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

CONEKLING WATCHES STATE'S PURSE
(By Robert Conrad)

“I was just thinking while I was driving
home last night,” sald George J. Conkling
to a close aide one day recently.

And the well-worn phrase again intro-
duced a matter that the state’s commissioner
of filnance happened to be mulling over as
he headed for home in North Haven after a
typical day at the office.

People who work with Conkling, or the
scores of officlals who have business with
him frequently, have heard the phrase many
times. Sometimes there is a variation. "I
was thinking while I was shaving this morn-
ing.”

NEXT MOST POWERFUL

With the possible exception of the gov-
ernor, Conkling is the most powerful official
in state government. He may have earned
that status because of his nearly three dec-
ades of working for the state. More im-
portantly, though, it is because of his han-
dling of Connecticut's most demanding
public job since Gov. Abraham A. Ribicoff
appointed him in July, 1957.

In that time, Conkling has learned how
to ride with the political punches and to
keep quiet when discretion so dictates. Even
80, campaign barbs wound him more than
he likes to admit.

At 61, George Joseph Conkling long ago
qualified for retirement. He can at any time
tell his critics to go fry and toddle off to
the shelter of his hammock, Conkling's prob-
lem is that he has what a close friend de-
scribes as a “love affair” with the State of
Connecticut.
~ He is a perfectionist who demands the best
from everyone else. His small staff at the
State Capitol includes the top people in their
fields in state government. Conkling can be
as tough with them as he sometimes is with
commissioners of equal rank in the gov-
ernor’'s cabinet.

Conkling is also a softle when any of his
grandchildren are around the house in a
corner of North Haven that juts into Ham-
den. The children are often there. And Conk-
ling loves nothing better than a family party.
His three chilldren are married.

The early years were far different than the
routine today. Conkling went from high
school into the big bands. He played the
guitar back in the days when it was a musical
instrument. He was also skilled with the
banjo.

The commissloner still has the instruments
at home, but it takes the greatest kind of
pressure to coax him into playing for com-

pany.

"!‘ga tough hide he can turn toward com-
missioners and agency heads when they are
looking for money can be penetrated by
criticism he judges to be inaccurate or un-
failr. Such was the case last fall when Re-
publicans characterized him as the “finan-
cial governor,” one of three running the
state.

Gov. Dempsey was the ‘social governor
and Democratic boss John M. Bailey rated”
political governor in the GOP jibe.

While it was a cute figure of speech that
hit close to the truth at the capitol, the
label was offensive to Conkling because of
his regard for the authority of the real gov-
ernor’s office,

Conkling worships the capitol. One story
attributed to a member of the administra-
tion's Inner circle has it that tears filled
Conkling’'s eyes one evening as the two men
paused a moment in a car on Capitol Ave,
and the commissioner viewed the golden-
domed structure in the moonlight.
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COMPLEX ESSENTIAL

When Conkling feared that the capitol
dome was losing its lustre, he declided to
have a close look. He summoned Timothy J.
Murphy, then public works commissioner,
and the two hovered over the building in a
helicopter to see how the paint job looked.

In Murphy's last year as commissioner,
relations were strained with Conkling be-
cause the two disagreed over a stunning, $200
million complex of state government build-
ings which a high-priced planning firm
recommended.

Conkling insisted that a new capitol and
a complex like the one in the fancy draw-
ings were essential. Murphy hated the idea.
Now a legislative study committee has the
task of proceeding with plans which will
go to the 1969 General Assembly.

Whether critics go along with Conkling's
policies or not, other states have shown in-
terest In some of his innovations here. One
was his plan to pay for the highway program
with state bonds, and use federal grants to
pay off the bonds. That way, a holdup in
the federal program has not cut off the road
building.

He lost patience when the state colleges
increased the size of the faculty rolls and
then wondered why the money for expected
raises ran short.

The commissioner arrives at the capitol
early each day and stays late. He eases his
Cadillac into its parking place by the east
wing at 8:16 or a few minutes later and
hikes to the elevator for a ride up to his
third floor office in the west wing.

His staff knows better than to beat the
boss to work. Conkling doesn’t like that. But
they should be on hand by 8:30.

When he breaks for lunch, Conkling usu-
ally picks up two or three of the men on
his staff, and sometimes is joined by a high-
level administration crony or two, for a stroll
to the State Armory and its Officers’ Club
dining room.

OPEN-DOOR POLICY

The finance commissioner holds to an
open-door policy at the conference-type room
he uses for an office, Traffic is steady on most
work days, but no one ever has to knock.

Conkling has a desk in one corner of the
room. He rarely uses it, except as a receptacle
for the papers and files that go with the job.
Instead, he prefers to sit at the end of a long
conference table with his work spread out
before him.

Newsmen find him immediately available,
and always able to rattle off figures that may
range from an obscure appropriations in an
agency budget to the salaries of most key
officials in government.,

Reporters have given up trying to keep
track of the committees and commissions on
which Conkling serves, many times as chair-
man.

The story of Conkling’s early career in the
band business has been told many times.
Best known of his one-time employers were
Hal Eemp and Rudy Vallee. Conkling was
expert with the guitar.

He quit professional music in 1931 when
the constant travel and long-range outlook
began to dim his interest in the band. He
switched to the more stable line of account-
ing, after working as a bookkeeper by day and
studying at the New Haven YMCA night
school.

STARTED IN 1938

The start in state service for Conkling came
in 1838, when he took a job with the Public
Works Department. He became a state aud-
itor in 1942 and was promoted to deputy
under Finance Commissioner Frank Lynch
(a Republican) in 1951.

When a Democratic administration took
over in in 1955, under Gov. Abraham A. Ribi-
coff, Conkling was retained in the deputy’s
post by the new top man, Joseph M.
Loughlin, Conkling moved up to the commis-
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sioner's post when Loughlin died in July,
1967.

As a bug on geography, Conkling makes a
hobby out of driving. A trip to the West for
this year's vacation was typical. And for any
Jjourney, long or short, a passenger with
Conkling had better be prepared to leave
the main arteries at any moment. The com-
missioner is great for poking into the byways
and seeing more of the country.

If driving is his favorite form of relaxation,
stamp collecting is a close second. It ties in
with his interest in geography. Conkling has
been a collector since he was a boy.

FLOOD INSURANCE ACT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorD a statement by the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WiL-
LiAMS] in connection with the Flood In-
surance Act.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILLIAMS OF
NEW JERSEY

I was gratified by the prompt action given
the Senate-passed Flood Insurance Act by
the Committee on Banking and Currency in
the House of Representatives last Thursday.
The Committee voted 31 to 0 to report the
measure favorably to the floor of the House.
This, coming so soon after Senate passage of
the bill on September 14, should ensure
early and, I hope, favorable consideration
by the House of Representatives,

We have been working toward this goal
since 1962, It has been a long, and some-
times frustrating, struggle. But it will be
well worth it when President Johnson signs
into law this flood insurance legislation.

I first introduced in 1963 a bill providing
for a federal study aimed at devising a work-
able flood insurance program. Authorization
for such a study was finally incorporated into
the Southeast Hurricane Disaster Relief Act
of 1965. The Department of Housing and
Urban Development conducted the study and
reported that the flood insurance program
could, and should be established. It recom-
mended a joint program involving the Fed-
eral Government and the private insurance
industry.

The bill which I introduced, the basic
provisions of which were passed by the
Senate and reported by the House committee,
provides for the private insurance industry
to sell and service the insurance policies and
the Federal Government to provide financial
assistance and flood data to be used in
determining premium rates.

The major differences between the Senate
version and the House-reported bill He in
the coverage each provides. Our bill would
only provide flood insurance for one- to four-
family homes in the initial stages. It would
later allow the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development to extend flood insur-
ance to small businesses and other non-
covered risks as experlence indicates it is
practical. The House bill would provide for
initial coverage for small businesses. The
House committee also deleted an amend-
ment added by the Senate which would pro-
vide some assurance that the companies
would not receive excessive profits at the
expense of the Federal Government. I was
disappointed to see this amendment deleted,
but I am sure we will be able to work out
the differences.

Flood insurance cannot presently be pur-
chased, The result frequently is tragedy. A
flood victim faces not only the loss of his
home and its furnishings, but he may very
well be left with a mortgage on property
which for all practical purposes no longer
exists. We have from time to time appropri-
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ated emergency funds to ald flood victims,
but it has been just that—emergency aid.
It is never enough, and it cannot be de-
pended upon. Our flood insurance legislation
will give home owners and possibly, at least
later, businessmen, the opportunity to make
prudent provision against floods by pur-
chasing insurance. It will also get the Federal
Government out of this particular kind of
emergency relief program.

I am hopeful that by the time the hurri-
cane season comes around next fall, home
owners will be able to insure themselves
against disastrous financial loss from flood-
ing which hurricanes usually leave in their
wake.

HEROISM OF ARLAN GREVE,
OMAHA, NEBR.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of the Senate for a mo-
ment to a feat of heroism performed by
a civilian in Omaha, Nebr,, several days
ago.

I wish to pay tribute to a young man
by the name of Arlan Greve for a life-
saving feat which I believe will go down
in history as one of the outstanding acts
of courage and valor in our time by a
private American citizen.

Mr. Greve, who is 26 years old, is by
no means an ordinary citizen, Fifteen
years ago he was stricken with poliomye-
litis. He cannot walk without crutches.

At about 1:15 p.m. last Thursday, Mr.
Greve looked out the back window of his
home at Omaha and saw the motionless
body of a 3-year-old boy hanging from a
gym set in the backyard of a neighbor.

Mr. Greve, who was alone at the time,
called aloud for help, but no one in the
neighborhood heard him. He made his
way through his backyard to the wire
fence between his and the neighbor’s
yard. He saw immediately that the gym
set, although close to the fence, was not
close enough for him to reach the boy
across the fence.

When he came to the fence, Mr. Greve
threw his crutches over it and leaned
backward into the fence with all his
weight and all the force he could muster.
He managed to bend the fence down-
ward until the weight of his body
plunged him into the yard where the boy
was hanging, according to an account in
the October 7 issue of the Omaha World-
Herald.

Mr. Greve found that the hood on the
jacket which the boy was wearing had
caught near the top of the gym set and
choked the youngster.

I don't know how I got up or got the boy
down, I usually can’t do that sort of t-hing—-

Mr. Greve recalled in commenting
later to ‘'a reporter.

But he did manage to remove the boy,
who by then had turned blue and stiff,
from the gym set. He checked quickly
and found no signs of breathing or a
heartbeat.

Mr. Greve, who works at night as a
laboratory technician at Nebraska Meth-
odist Hospital, began administering
mouth-to-mouth resuscitation. When
that did not work, he switched to artifi-
cial respiration. The boy started breath-
ing but remained unconscious. Mr. Greve
continued his efforts, periodically yelling
for help but getting no response, for
about 15 minutes.
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When he was convinced the boy was
breathing well enough to be left alone
for a few minutes, Mr. Greve went to the
boy’s house and summoned the young-
ster’'s mother. The mother quickly called
the rescue squad and called other neigh-
bors for help. At Children's Hospital
later, doctors credited Mr. Greve with
saving the tot’s life.

There is one additional fact of inter-
est to Members of the Senate, Mr. Presi-
dent. The boy whose life was saved is
Dean Alexis Zerbe, son of Mr. and Mrs.
Mason Zerbe, Jr., of Omaha and grand-
son of the Hon. U. Alexis Johnson, U.S.
Ambassador to Japan.

For his heroic feat, I am recommend-
ing Mr. Greve for the Nation's highest
civilian lifesaving award.

MEETING THE WORLD'S FOOD
EMERGENCY

Mr., McGOVERN. Mr. President, a
splendid and thought-provoking address
on the world food problem has been de-
livered to the American Society of Agri-
cultural Consultants by James G. Patton,
former president of the National Farm-
ers Union and a former president of the
International Federation of Agricultural
Producers, who has been involved in
world food programs for many years.

Jim Patton, known to most Senators,
is sure that the world food problem can
be solved, but he realistically warns that
the development of modern agricultural
techniques in the underdeveloped world
will be a long and difficult task, but a
task that we must undertake if we want
a peaceful world. He speaks from exten-
sive, firsthand observation of conditions
around the world and an intimate knowl-
edge of the state of agricultural technol-
ogy.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr, Pat-
ton’s address be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
orD, as follows:

DEVELOPMENT IN WORLDWIDE AGRICULTURE
(Address by James G. Patton, president,

James G. Patton & Associates, before the

American Society of Agricultural Consul-

tants, Los Angeles, Calif.,, September 29,

1967)

Developments of agriculture in the world
are oceurring at a fast and furious rate. SBuch
developments can be discussed from several
vital approaches and in many different
phases.

One can discuss the fantastic rate of new
discoveries in basic sciences that relate them-
selves to food and agriculture. The produc-
tion of new sources of proteins and the im-
plications of protein feeding in relation to
raising the level of intelligence. The manu-
facturing of proteins through petro-chemis-
try—by fermentation of petroleum—the syn-
thesis of amino acids, fish meal derivatives or
the new high protein genes of high-lysine.
One can also discuss proteins from the stand-
point of upgrading animal production by
improving animals and their feeding. The
increased production of proteins under fac-
tory-type industrialized food production
such as broiler production and SPF sanitary
quarantined hog production is still another
rapidly developing area.

The technological and scientific develop-
ments of higher yielding rice strains at the
International Rice Institute in the Philip-
pines and production of the new Mexican
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wheat developed by Rockefeller Research are
significant breakthroughs in plant genetics.

One can approach agricultural develop-
ment from the standpoint of chemistry in re-
lation to solls with use of the needed num-
ber of plant food units of nitrogen, phos-
phate, potash and trace minerals. The ap-
plication of herbicides and insecticides is a
part of the chemical breakthroughs. The use
of basie sanitation plus chemicals has helped
to eliminate the mass killers of people such
as malaria, cholera, dysentery and other dis-
eases in many parts of the world.

One of the most fundamental negative
developments which is closely inter-related
to agriculture is the population explosion
which is now being so widely discussed. The
more success achleved by the World Health
Organization and other organizations who
strive toward mass health improvement and
life preserving techmniques, the greater the
food population gap and the greater the
problem of food production and agricultural
policy formation becomes.

There is some evidence, however, that as
more deaths are prevented in the earlier
years, a smaller number of children will be
conceived in order to provide the culturally
desired one or two sons for social security

urposes. In other words, if people in the
less-developed countries conclude that they
will only need two sons to have one llving
long enough to provide thelr security in
their old age, they will reduce the number
of children they concelve, Whether this is
a correct anthropological conclusion no one
really knows and cannot know for at least
a generation. But our business—the business
of world agriculture and its related indus-
tries and services is to fight the War Against
Hunger which is the toughest war we have.

Most of us could go around the world
to Latin America, India, Africa, the Middle
East and Asla—and with but a few excep-
tions, In country after country—observe
starvation and crisis after crisis. There is
starvation in the world every day. It is not
a question of whether large numbers of how
many will starve each day, month and year
and how long before the “have” countries
will inherit the political and economic insta-
bility this must inevitably bring to the world
arena.,

A prominent agricultural economist, now
deceased, once sald half cynically—*“Of course
the earth can feed her people—because what
she does not feed will starve to death.” I
never thought that he really meant to be
cynical because he was a man of falth,
charity and compassion,

What is probably more to the point is: In
a world wracked with revolutions and count-
er-revolution that hunger and starvation
breed revolution, violence and war. “Stomach
Communism” is not an idle play on words.
Many who seek freedom, food and land will
follow after those who make glib promises of
food, land and security of tenure and im-
proved opportunity.

I do not wish to bore you with statistics
and facts with which you are already fa-
miliar. The problems of food and agricul-
tural development and population explosions
have been repeatedly covered. You have all
read the generalizations which have been
made with regard to hunger and malnutri-
tion.

You all have available to you, and many
of you have read the "“State of Food and
Agriculture” published every year by the
United Nations Food and Agriculture Or-
ganization. Such publications as the three
volume Report of the President’s Science Ad-
visory Committee (May 1967) entitled "“The
World Food Problem,” the United Nations
Economic and Social Council’s report en-
titled, “Increasing the Production and Use
of Animal Protein" (E/4343—25 May 1967)
provide ample information for challenging
thought.

The Society for International Develop-
ment devoted its entire conference in 1966




28240

to the subject of International Develop-
ment. The discussions of this conference are
in a book entitled “International Develop-
ment 1966.” You will find that the princi-
pal area of the discussion at this SID Con-
ference revolved around agricultural develop-
ment, food production and population man-
agement.

“The subject of the world food problem
has been treated so thoroughly in orations
and editorials during the past two decades
that both its size and significance tend to be
obscured by rhetorical ‘“overkill.” All has
been sald and said extremely well—all has
been repeated, reiterated. and rephrased.

“Sp repetitively has the problem been
brought to the attention of the American
public during the past several years that
they seem almost to have lost the ability
to respond to the stimulus: they are aware
of the problem, they converse about it from
time to time, but there is no longer any
depth of understanding or concern. The
situation has been aptly put.” 1

“A nation conditioned by affluence might
possibly be suffering from compassion fa-
tigue, or conscience sickness, the peril of
narrowing our field of vision to leave out the
unpleasant view of life disfigured by
hunger.” 2

The people of the United States and other
developed nations have spent about 150 bil-
lion dollars in Foreign Ald. Using PL 480, the
USA has given and sold on concessional terms
billions of dollars of food and fiber products.
Through A.ID. and its predecessors we have
granted, invested and loaned additional bil-
lions of dollars. Through the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture and A.ID. we have pro-
vided millions of man-years of technical as-
sistance to less-developed countries,

Along with other nations through the
United Nations agencies such as FAO, WHO,
World Bank and UNESCO, we have provided
billions of dollars of capital and millions of
technical and scientific man-hours to the
problems of food and population, Yet there
are more hungry mouths in the world today
than there were ten years ago.

The President's Sclence Advisory Commis-
slon properly asks, “Why is the race between
food and population being lost?"”

They have many plausible answers and
suggestions. Obviously, agricultural develop-
ment and general economic development are

¥y interwoven. Obviously the prob-
lems of population and food imbalance are
interwoven. The problem is to convince both
governments and people of the necessity to
manage population and to give sufficient in-
come and other incentives to primary pro-
ducers so that they will rapidly increase food
production where they are. India is a case in
point.

The provision of these incentives requires
a broad array of economie, social, cultural
and political considerations by governments
and people which differ between countries.

History has shown that in such crisis the
culture and fabric of traditional societies will
be rewoven either by violent revolutions or
rapid evolution before the sltuation will
change perceptibly. The changes must and
will be made.

‘We must recognize but should not be
complacent about the fact that the elimina-
tion of world hunger and starvation will
take many years—and require many and
far-reaching changes.

Furthermore, the problem of food produc-
tion is only one part, although a very im-
portant part, of the enormous job of eco-
nomic development in the poor nations of
the world.

The original concept of Point IV in Presi-
dent Truman’s Inaugural Address still stands
as & basic guideline despite international

1 The World Food Problem.
2 Cousins, Norman; Saturday Review, March
25, 1961,
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political emergencies which have necessiiated
military assistance. But, it 1s almost correct
to say that technical assistance which is so
vitally important to securing lasting and
continuing increases in food production is
still in its infancy.

Unfortunately the technical services of the
United Nations agencies have been so small
and passed around in such small allocations
to the hungry countries of the world that
in spite of some very fine and well-trained
techniclans, they have little lasting effect
and practically no influence in securing im-
proved policy decisions on the part of nation
states. In other words, unless there s more
and improved technical assistance, both the
United States In a unilateral way and the
United Nations' multilateral agencies will
spend billions of dollars in these hungry
countries without any lasting benefits or im-
provements. Along with technical assistance
the basic problems of land tenure, income
and price incentives must be met. Until
this is done the money spent is almost wasted
and we only put off the day of reckoning for
a very short time.

The President's Science Advisory Commit-
tee also states: “Despite chronic reiterations
for the need to involve private industry in
economic assistance, no significant progress
in engaging this rich reservoir of resources
and skills can be reported at this time.”

Buch an admisslon is not just an indict-
ment of business in the developed countries
but is a black mark on the ingenuity of our
policy-makers of the less-developed coun-
tries. Obviously, one must recognize the dif-
ferent political, cultural and soclal struc-
tures in the less-developed areas of the world,
but the War on Hunger, as with any war,
costs money, time, and effort on the part of
all involved.

Finally, I wish to set forth a few ideas
which I believe will help to substantially in-
crease the use of the developed world’s avail-
able and known food and agricultural tech-
nology with its required huge capital inputs,
its industrial aspects, its fine techniclans
and sclentists and its ability to assist the
jump from the feudal and tribal state of
agriculture in most underdeveloped coun-
tries to a vertically-integrated type of mod-
ern agriculture.

There are, of course, many factors which
must be put together if we hope to avoid
mass starvation and World War III.

First, it is obvious that agriculture with
its present antigquated and unjust institu-
tional structures is not fulfilling its role in
the less-developed areas of the world. There
are many reasons for this.

The land tenure and use pattern in many
areas of the world is such that it discourages
human and capital investment. In many
countries agricultural land is still operated
under feudal or tribal conditions, The people
who work on these huge private and tribal
holdings are slaves or near slaves, They hate
their masters, have no incentive—economic,
social or personal—to work hard.

The absentee owners of the huge private
estates put very little money or managerial
skills back into the farming operations they
own. They use extensive rather than inten-
sive farming and stock-raising methods.

The profits they receive from their vast
holdings are not reinvested in the land, but
are invested in city apartments and indus-
tries or in foreign corporate stocks or mutual
funds, which purchase stocks of successful
U.8. corporations, They exhibit little or no
confidence in the future of their country. In
some countries the land is held as a social
status symbol of wealth and power. Increased
production and profit offers little incentive
to landowners in this category.

Almost universally where there are still
large estates with poorly used or underused
resources, the system of taxation of land and
water use provides no incentive to do any-
thing but to use these resources willy-nilly
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and even wastefully. In some countries pro-
duction taxes levied by city “consumer domi-
nated” legislative bodies finish the job by
removing whatever incentive there may be
to increase production. Low income, poor
health, degradation and hopelessness make
for very inefficient production on the part of
the “sharecropper” tenants.

Many underdeveloped countries where a
very high percent of the population ls rural
have a great outward surge of the poor
people away from the land to the cities. And
as food is so short, much emphasis is given
to keeping food prices low in these cities.
In most countries the incentives to increase
production are nil. The rural areas are where
the worst starvation is and these rural areas
have the poorest services as to schools, hos-
pitals, doctors, transportation and other
services necessary to give people in rural areas
a desire to stay there. As poverty-ridden
and poor as the cities are, they do have better
health facilities. Food is rationed and there
are more social services. Once in awhile
there is a chance to get a job.

With cybernation and automation in in-
dustry, the number of jobs resulting from
industrialization in the underdeveloped
countries will be fewer and fewer. Indus-
trialization will not end unemployment and
underemployment in the developing coun-
tries.

Several basic and fundamental things can
be done:

(1) Stabilize raw material price levels in
the world markets so that sharp rises and
drops in prices will not adversely affect and
destroy the primary producers of monocul-
ture and other commodities sold on the
world market. Billions of people depend for
their meager incomes on world prices and
markets, What good does it do for the
wealthy countries to provide billions in for-
eign assistance while the primary producers
are losing billions of dollars in the same pe-
riod by a drastic drop in world price levels?

If price stabilization is undertaken (inter-
national), its benefits should be extended
only to countries that have improved land-
tenure conditions—otherwise, international
price stabilization efforts will simply make
the rich absentee landowner richer. In fact,
some countries would not even enter into
an international commodity agreement pre-
ferring to “take their chances"—they would
hope that the stabilization scheme would
80 improve long-range prices that their rich
absentee landowners would benefit from im-
proved prices without undertaking any ten-
ure-improvement at all—an important part
of the international commodity price stabili-
zation is the strength with which it is ad-
ministered—so that unless the producer-
nations take important and necessary land-
tenure-improvement-steps, they will be shut
out of the rich market areas. Otherwise, we in
the market-area countries will be paying to
keep the land-barons on top throughout the
world.

(2) Provide market price incentives for
farmers to use fertilizer and better tech-
nigques to produce more food right where
they are without moving.

(3) Establish a World Land Bank with
regional branches. This bank should be em-
powered to issue Land Income Bonds which
can be marketed and the proceeds used for
providing land transfers and production
credit on a supervised basis. Such banks
should provide credit for purchase of
machinery, seeds, fertilizers and breeding
animals. Such a credit program should be
supervised and tied to technical assistance
and farm management.

Long term credit to establish an efficient
farm product processing, quality econtrol,
preservation and marketing structure
through cooperatives and other non-govern-
mental structures should be made available.

(4) Provide a multibillion dollar guarantee
fund to American firms, farmers and tech-
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nicians to go out in the world and enter into
joint wventures in developing vertically-
integrated modern agricultural and food
production on a vast scale. Large sums of
money should be invested in fertilizer
production and its efficient distribution and
use.
Adequate safeguards must be included so
that human exploitation too common in the
past will not be guaranteed by this fund—
legal minimum wages, profit-sharing plans,
proper education and health protection, etec.,
must be included in any such international
guarantee scheme.

(6) Provide a large sum of funds for
fundamental and applied research on
tropical agriculture about which we know
practically nmothing compared to what we
know about solls, plant foods and production
methods in the temperate and subtropical
belts.

(6) Seek out large areas of arable land
around the world which have a low density
of population and develop them through
modern technology and large (per man)
capital investments. One such area is the
Campos Corado area of Brazil, the LaPlata
basin of Bolivia, Paraguay, Uruguay and
Argentina. Help in establishing public-
private corporations to invest in these areas.
The nation state should contribute the raw
land as capital along with grants as to water,
security and other avallable assets. The
public-private corporation should be author-
ized to issue long-term income bonds to be
purchased. by the World Bank, the Inter-
American Bank, AID and other international
financial institutions. The proceeds from the
bond sales should be used to build an infra-
structure of roads, transportation, utilities,
irrigation, test farms and pilot processing
industries.

Private capital with proper guarantees
should be asked to participate in developing
agricultural production, processing, preser-
vation and marketing and distribution of
the products of the area and in providing
the manufacturing, processing and services
which would be increasingly needed as the
area grew and developed a more sophisticated
social and economic structure.

Several such areas exist. Madagascar is one
such area, Angola is another. The Middle
East, with nuclear desalinization, is another.

Lastly, the fundamental policy of the
wealthy nations in relation to the poor na-
tions must change.

The wealthy countries, for their own safety,
must plan on an annual investment in the
capital and technically-starved underdevel-
oped countries of not less than 5% of the
wealthy country's Gross National Product.
This is more important than getting to the
moon by 1870 or having the first supersonic
Jet liner. It is positively ridiculous to talk
about feeding two to three billion people
with the penny ante approaches which the
wealthy nations of the world are now dis-
cussing. Eliminating hunger and starvation is
a war that is bigger than Korea or Viet Nam
or World War II. It is going to cost billions
upon billions for manpower, fertilizer, seeds,
animals and other requisites. So far the rich
nations have spent billions of dollars in
money while contributing hundreds of bil-
lions of almost meaningless words to the
hungry and starving people of the world.

Wendell Wilkie once sald that the wealthy
nations of the world could not live in the
“big white house on the hill” while the poor
people of the world live in the dirty, disease-
ridden mud huts in the swamps. The chal-
lenges are tremendous—but we have the ca-
pacity to meet them. We must meet them if
we are to have lasting peace.

DISSENT OR DESTRUCTION?

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, for a great
many years, Mr. Eric Sevareid has ranked
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as one of America’s keenest and most
articulate observers of national and in-
ternational problems. His radio and
television broadcasts, as well as his col-
umns and articles, have always reflected
scholarship and erudition, in addition to
being lucid and incisive. As a consequence
he has gained a deservedly wide and
enthusiastic audience.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that an
article entitled “Dissent or Destruction?”
written by Mr. Sevareid, and published
in the September 5, 1967, issue of Look
magazine achieves a new pinnacle.
While the article is a comment—one
of the best I have seen—on the apparent
new fad of dissent for the sake of dissent,
in no way could it be construed as a
polemic designed to restrict the freedoms
that Americans hold sacred. It examines
carefully both the unreason and irre-
sponsibility of all extremists in these
times.

For example, Mr. Sevareid writes:

Thousands of Americans . . . are busy in-
voking self-serving “higher laws" to super-
sede the national rulebook. None of them
seems familiar with the words “duty” or
“obligation.”

He adds later:

The notion is abroad that if dissent is
good, as it is, then the more dissent the
better, a most dublous proposition. The no-
tion has taken hold of many that the man-
ner and content of their dissent are sacred,
whereas it 1s only the right of dissent that
is sacred.

Perhaps most important, however, is
Mr. Sevareid’s thoughtful contention
that the United States, rather than be-
ing on the road to conformity and mass-
mindedness, has never before been so
varied and individualistic. He writes:

It is not our freedom that is in peril. ... We
have never had more freedom to speak out,
to organize, to read what we choose, to ques-
tion authority, whether political or cultural,
to write. . . . Never has the police authority
been more restricted, never have defendants
been so girded with legal protections.

Our freedom will be imperiled only if it
turns into license, seriously imperiling order.
There can be no freedom in the absence of
order. There can be no personal or collective
life worth living in the absence of modera-
tion.

Although Mr. Sevareid makes certain
observations in his excellent article with
which I do not fully agree, his insight
and perception make this one of the more
important commentaries on our times
and conditions.

In order that “Dissent or Destruction?"
does not escape the attention of other
Members of Congress, and that it be
made available to a wider audience, I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DisseNT or DESTRUCTION?
(By Eric Sevareld)
These are odd times. Tens of thousands of

Americans of every age, color, sex, and eco-
nomic and intellectual condition are daily
and hotly invoking every right and privilege
mentioned in the Constitution, the Bible and
Bartlett's Familiar Quotations. Others are
busy invoking self-serving “higher laws" to
supersede the national rulebook. None of
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them seems familiar with the words “duty”
or “obligation.”

The production curve on putative saints
and martyrs has been rising rapidly—possibly
in direct proportion to the availability of
press and TV cameras. The country bears the
aspect of one vast wailling wall, washed down
daily with the tears of the self-pitying.

The general import of their varying mes-
sages, taken as a whole, seems to be that: all
American policemen have joyfully renounced
their days off in order to bludgeon Negroes as
a wholesome exercise; the armed services of
the United States, drunk with bloodlust,
eagerly notch their guns for every Vietnamese
civillan they kill; administrators burn the
midnight oil in order to conceive new ways
to coerce, threaten, silence and otherwise
“alienate"” that oppressed lumpen-proletariat,
American college students,

And all the while, a mysterious group
known as the “Power Elite” or the “Estab-
lishment" sits in Washington, New York, Chi-
cago and Los Angeles, fat cigars In one hand,
telephones in the other, engaged in a round-
robin conversation featured by chortling re-
marks, such as “Hi, fella, how many of the
downtrodden did you trod on today?"

As a result of all this, the familiar quota-
tion that comes first to mind for an increas-
ing number of other Americans is one of the
opening lines of The Man Who Came to Din-
ner—“I may vomit.”

Still others who belleve firmly in free
speech can no longer find the strength even
to murmur Voltaire's celebrated remark that
while he disapproved of what you say, he
would defend to the death your right to say
it, because they are already half-dead—with
boredom.

When we reach the point, which we have,
where an organization is formed, called
“Proxy Pickets,” to rent out picketers for any
cause at so much an hour, then we know
that the fine, careless rapture of this era of
protest is all over and that the corruption of
faddism has begun to set in, Every movement
becomes an organization sooner or later, then
a kind of business, often a racket. This is be-
coming the age of the cause, Cause kids will
soon be hanging around back lots trading
causes the way they used to trade aggles.

One of the oddest things about the period,
no doubt, is that anyone like me should feel
moved to say these things. I have always be-
lieved in the Negro “revolution,” if that’s
the right word. I have not believed, for some
time now, in the Vietnamese war because
to me the official rationale for it simply does
not add up, and as a college kid in the thir-
ties, I was a hollering “activist” and even
voted for that Oxford oath—*I will not fight
for flag or country” (though I couldn't sleep
that night for doubts about it, which will
merely prove to today's hip set that I had
the seeds of squaredom in me at an early
age).

But it seems clear to me now that a high
percentage of today's protests, in these three
areas of civil rights, the Vietnam war and
college life—all of which commingle at vari-
ous points—have gone so far as to be sense-
lessly harming the causes themselves, cor-
roding the reputations of the most active
leaders and loosening some of the cement
that holds this American society together.
There never was any real danger that this
country would find itself groaning under
Fascist oppression, but there is a measure of
real danger that freedom can turn into na-
tionwide license until the national spirit is
truly darkened and freedom endangered.

The notion is aboard that if dissent is
good, as it is, then the more dissent the bet-
ter, a most dubious proposition. The notion
has taken hold of many that the manner
and content of their dissent are sacred,
whereas it is only the right of dissent that
is sacred. Reactlons of many dissenters re-
veal a touch of paranoia. When strong ex-
ception is taken to what they say by the
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President or by a General Westmoreland,
the dissenters cry out immediately that free
speech is about to be suppressed, and a
reign of enforced silence is beginning.

What is more disturbing is that a consid-
erable number of liberal Left activists, in-
cluding educated ones, are exhibiting exactly
the spirit of the right-wing McCarthyites 15
years ago, which the liberal Left fought so
passionately against in the name of our lib-
erties. For the life of me, I cannot see the
difference in morality between the right-
wing woman in Texas who struck Ambassa-
dor Adlai Stevenson and the left-wing stu-
dents and off-campus characters at Dart-
mouth College who howled down ex-Gover-
nor Wallace of Alabama and fried to smash
his car.

The use of force to express a conviction,
even if it takes so relatively mild a form as
a college sit-in that blocks an administration
bullding, is intolerable. When Dr. Martin
Luther King, who may well be one of the
noblest Americans of the century, deliber-
ately defies a court order, then he ought to
go to jail. Laws and ordinances can De
changed, and are constantly being changed,
but they cannot be rewritten in the streets
where other citizens also have their rights.

I must say that, kooky as we may have
been in that first real American student
movement in the thirties, we never, to my
memory, ever dreamed of using force. We
thought of the university, much as we often
hated its official guts, as the one sanctuary
where persuasion by reason must rule alone
and supreme, if the university itself were to
be preserved from the outside hands of force
and unreason. What makes today’s college
activists think they can take the campus
forcibly into national polities without na-
tional politics—in the form of police or leg-
islature or troops—forcibly coming onto the
campus? (Some of the activists, of course,
are pure nihilists and want this to happen,
but that's another story.)

The wild riots that have exploded in the
Negro areas of American citles the last few
summers should not be confused with pro-
test movements. Most of them do not even
deserve the designation of race riot. We had
genuine race riots in Chicago, Detroit and
Tulsa nearly half a century ago, whites
against Negroes, and mass murders occurred.
Nearly all the recent summer-night riots
have chiefly involved Negro kids smashing
and looting the nearest property, most of
which was owned by other Negroes. This is
sheer hoodlumism, involved as its psycho-
logical and sociological origins may be. It is
a problem for sociologists, psychologists and
economists only in the second instance. In
the first instance, it is a police problem, as
are the episodes of mass vandalism staged by
prosperous white kids on the beaches of New
Hampshire or Florida, Majorities have a right
to protection quite as much as minorities,

al as this may sound.

If there were no protests at all about the
Vietnamese war, the American society would
really be in sad shape. We were in this war
very deeply almost before the average busy
citizen grasped what had happened, and
there was no serious congressional debate on
the issue until the winter of 1966. The pres-
ent national disunion, including the disaf-
fectlon of so much of the “intellectual com-
munity,” is just what happened in the War
of 1812, the Mexican War of 1846-1848, the
Spanish-American War and the war in the
Philippines that followed. As historian Henry
Steele Commager has pointed out, the only
wars during which the President had all but
universal support were the two world wars,
and both were debated and discussed all over
the nation for many long months before we
got into action,

Bo the present protests about Vietnam are
entirely within the American tradition, Even
80, the law, public necessity and human rea-
son must impose certaln limitations,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

It is outrageous and insupportable for
anyone to desecrate the flag, the one symbol
of nationhood that reminds all citizens of
the country's meaning. It is disgusting for
paraders to chant, “Hey, hey, LBJ, how many
kids did you kill today?” These deaths in
battle are eating at his soul, too, and vul-
garities can help no high-minded cause.

It is a crime for rioters to terrorize citles
as they did in the disgraceful upheavals in
Newark and Detroit.

It is silly for a group of American artists
to ask Pablo Picasso to withdraw his famous
Spanish Civil War painting, Guernica, from
the Museum of Modern Art in protest against
our bombings in Vietnam.

It is unreasonable to become indignant
about the civilian casualties our forces acci-
dentally cause in Vietnam while remaining
silent about the thousands of assassinations
of civilian leaders by the Vietcong's “murder
committees.” The President rightly calls this
“moral double bockkeeping.”

It is unfair to say that some members of
Congress don't mind the war because it helps
defense industries in their districts, as Sen-
ator Fulbright did say—and then apologized.

It is damaging to the national awareness
of reality, and to his own name and cause,
for Dr. King to declare that the U.S. “is the
greatest purveyor of violence in the world,”
and that “we may have killed a million [Viet-
namese civililans]—mostly children.” These
statements are untrue. The first is a sub-
jective generalization. The second bears no
relationship to what civilian casualty figures
we have been able to gather.

It is unreasonable to maintain that Pres-
ident Johnson does not want a negotiated
peace and is intent on a military victory, be-
cause to say that is to say he has deliberately
and repeatedly lied to the people, and for
that, there is no convincing evidence.

If some of the war protesters go out-of-
bounds, so do some of the war supporters
and counterprotesters:

It is unfair for them to charge that the
protesters are “letting the boys down.” Seri-
ous protesters want to save the boys entirely
by getting the war ended, and in the mean-
time will insist they have every bullet and
article of use they require.

For the same kind of reason, it ls unfair
for the President to imply, as he did, that a
Medal of Honor winner died by an enemy
weapon shipped down during one of the
bombing pauses. Rightly or wrongly, those
calling for a pause in the bombing believe
it may lead to an armistice saving the lives
of all our heroes In Vietnam, and while they
can only ask for the pause, it is the Presi-
dent who decides 1t.

It is grossly self-serving for Administration
spokesmen to imply repeatedly that our do-
mestic disunion over Vietnam keeps Hanol
fighting on in expectation that we will quit
the war, Of course, Ho Chl Minh's reglme
hopes our will i1s going to break; but the
overwhelming American reality they see be-
fore their eyes and that surely governs their
reacti-1s is our ever-increasing land force
and our continuous bombing of the North.
I am persuaded that were there no debate
whatsoever in this country, Ho's regime and
the Vietcong would be fighting just as relent-
lessly as they are today.

It was pettifogging, and indeed illegal, for
General Hershey to support the drafting of
young protesters by deliberately reclassifying
them 1-A. The draft is not a punitive in-
strument.

It was pettifogging for state boxing com-
missions to strip Cassius Clay of his title—
even before his conviction—because he re-
fused to accept the draft. If he can lick any
man in the world, he's still champion of the
world. These silly irrelevancies are counter-
productive.

It is wrongheaded ior any maritime union
to refuse to load or unload a forelgn ship
because they disapprove of that nation's
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philosophy or actions. It is hard enough for
the Government to conduct foreign policy,
without such presumptuous handicaps.

I happen to feel that the experience of
American Negroes these many generations is
the one deep stain in the American national
soul. I cannot help a greater readiness to
condone their excesses than those of pros-
perous white college stadents (though the
law cannot be morally choosy). But there
are some basic misconceptions about both.

One is that youths of both colors have
been driven to action because their condi-
tions of oppression were becoming intoler-
ably miserable. The reverse is the truth. The
barriers to Negro equality were beginning to
fall before the period of mass physical action
get in; this, in fact, is &...y mass action swept
the nation. It is a commonplace now among
social historians that change produces revo-
lution before revolutions add t> and institu-
tionalize change. Basically, it has not been
the street orators and marchers who have
been bringing desegregation, for example;
the marchers were set in motion by the
fundamental changes of principle and law
won in the courts by the quiet work of leaders
like Roy Wilkins and Thurgood Marshall.

Totally oppressed people, here or in Africa
or Asia, do not go into action. It is when
the chains have been loosened, when they
see some light at the end of the tunnel,
that is, when hope is aroused, that the people
arouse themselves,

In a certain sense, this pattern also ap-
plies to white college students protesting
their “alienation™ and the *“establishments"
they feel oppress them. Youth in any gen-
eration feels alienated because youth is the
precarious, emotionally uprooted stage be-
tween childhood and maturity. But while
individual youths of any generation are self-
consclous because of this biochemical transi-
tion, today's collective self-consciousness of
the young was not generated by them. The
great American “youth cult” was generated
by older people concerned with youth, from
popular psychologists to advertising writers
who realized that youth for the first time
had sizable spending money, to publishers
of girlie magazines who realized old moral
barriers were giving way—and not, inciden-
tally, from pressure by the young.

It is easy to sympathize with students in
the massive institutions who feel they are
treated as index-card numbers, not as In-
dividual souls, and varlous forms of decen-
tralization must come about. But these
youths will never persuade the graduating
classes of the thirties, who faced the quiet
desperations of the jobless Depression and
the unmistakable imminence of a vast world
war, that their lot is a tragic one. From my
own life experience and travels, I would hap-
pily hazard the conjecture that to be young
and to be a student in the United States of
today 1s to enjoy the most favored condition
that exists for any large, identifiable group
anywhere in this world.

But experience, as every parent knows, is
scarcely transferable. That hilarious slogan—
“you can't trust anybody over thirty"—Is,
indeed, the explicit denial of the validity of
experience.

When I listen to the young vigorously sug-
gesting that if they had the governing in-
fluence, peace, love, beauty and sweet reason
would spread o'er the world, I am tempted
to remind them of the barbarities of the
Hitler Jugend, the Mussolinl Youth, the
Chinese Red Guards, the Simbas of the
Congo—but perhaps that would be over-
egging the pudding, as the English say.

When I hear the passionate arrogances of
a Mario Savio (the Berkeley fellow) or read
about hundreds of University of Wisconsin
students smashing windows and stopping
traffic because they're sore about a bus-
route schedule (or was it the price of text-
books?), I mutter to myself a private remark
of Winston Churchill’'s: “I admire a manly
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man and a womanly woman, but I cannot
abide a boyly boy.”

If youth were complacent, devoid of the
spirit of innovation and challenge, we would
be in a bad way because some of the source
springs of the American genius would dry
up. Yet I think the *“generational gap" in
viewpoint will always be with us, for this
reason: Youth can measure soclety only in
one direction—forward, from things as they
are, to their ideals. Older people, by the im-
peratives of experience, must add two other
equally valid directions—backward, to things
as they used to be, and sideways, to the
other societies in the world they know.

Older people know something else: that the
Savlos, the Adam Clayton Powells and the
Stokely Carmichaels are not, despite ap-
pearances, genuine leaders. Because they are
not the strong men but the weak ones. They
have not the moral stamina for the long
haul, with its inevitable routines and periods
of boredom. Eloguence, brilliance and per-
haps even physical bravery are not what
count in the end. What counts is the quality
the Romans defined and respected above all
others—gravitas, meaning patience, solidity,
weight of judgment. As Eric Hoffer puts it,
“people in a hurry can neither grow nor de-
cay; they are preserved in a state of per-
petual puerility.”

Furthermore, it is usually true that the
habitual protester, the man with a vested
emotional interest in protest, unconsciously
does not want his goals to be realized. Suc-
cess would leave him psychically bereft. Many
successful revolutionaries in other lands had
to be replaced as leaders when the new order
of life was installed, partly because of their
practical incompetence, partly because they
continued in one way or another as protest-
ers, as their nature obliged them to do.

There is a great deal wrong with American
soclety of mid-twentieth century. There are
some very ugly areas in our life; but never
have they been so thoroughly exposed, re-
searched and organized against. Never in our
history have we seen an assault on these
evils mounted on the level of Federal action
to compare with the legislation and programs
started under the Eennedy and Johnson Ad-
ministrations, particularly the latter. Were it
not for the creeping calamity of the Viet-
nam war, Mr. Johnson would, I think, stand
revealed to everyone as one of the most
vigorously humanitarian Presidents America
has had, in spite of those personal crudities
that upset the fastidious.

America has never been a frozen, rigid
soclety, caught in conformity. At times we
may seem becalmed, but as the Frenchman
Jacques Maritain wrote, “Wait a moment,
another current will appear and bring the
first one to naught. A great country, with as
many windshifts as the sea.” We are not re-
peating the experience of Europe, whatever
the Marxists and other doctrinists may think.
America has eloped with history and run
away with it, says Eric Hoffer.

Conformity, mass-mindedness? Go to the
totalitarlan or to the primitive societies, if
you wish to see them. Not here. If we live in a
web of conforming laws and regulations, it is
because we are so individualistic, so infinitely
varied in our ideas, desires, ambitions and
fears, and so very free to express them and to
act upon them. Those who despair of getting
public action on, let’s say, our fearful urban
problems, are wrong in thinking this is be-
cause “people don't take enough interest in
public affairs.” It is for the opposite reason;
it is because so many groups, interests, points
of view conflict., Ask any mayor. Ask any
congressman whose desk 1s daily heaped with
windrows of petitions, complaints, sug-
gestlons or denunciations.

It is not our freedom that is in peril, in the
first instance. We have never had more free-
dom to speak out, to organize, to read what
we choose, to question authority, whether
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political or cultural, to write, to film, to
stage what would have been impermissible
years ago. Never has the police authority been
more restricted, never have defendants been
so glrded with legal protections.

Our freedom will be imperiled only if it
turns into license, seriously imperiling order.
There can be no freedom in the absence of
order. There can be no personal or collective
life worth living in the absence of modera-
tion. Repeatedly, since the ancient Greeks,
people have had to relearn this. Aristotle ex-
pressed it no better than Edmund Burke, the
Anglo-Irish statesman, who said:

“Men are qualified for civil libertles in
exact proportion to their disposition to put
moral chains upon their own appetites . . .
soclety cannot exist unless a controlling
power upon will and appetite be placed some-
where, and the less of it there is within, the
more there must be without. It is ordained in
the eternal constitution of things that men
of intemperate minds cannot be free. Their
passlons forge their fetters.”

WEST VIRGINIAN ACHIEVING
PROMINENCE

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, an editorial in the Fairmont,
W. Va., Times of October 6, calls atten-
tion to the rapid rise to a position of high
responsibility in the corporate and busi-
ness world of Mr. C. Howard Hardesty,
Jr., a former State tax commissioner of
West Virginia. Citizens of our State are
proud of the fine record Mr. Hardesty is
making and the prominence he is achiev-
ing as an official of Consolidation Coal
Co., and its parent firm, Continental Oil
Co. I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial by William D. Evans, editor of
the Fairmont Times, be inserted in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

as follows:
A MeTEORIC RISE

If this newspaper went for predictions in
areas other than politics, it would guess that
one of these days Charles Howard Hardesty
Jr. will become president of Continental Oil
Co., an industrial giant which owns, among
other things, Consolidation Coal.

The rise of this young man, still only 45,
can be described only as meteoric. He left
here only four years ago to become general
counsel for Consol, participated in the trans-
actlon which resulted in its acquisition by
Conoco, and now is headed for a senior vice
presidency of the parent firm.

There has been a feeling among Hardesty's
friends and assoclates here that he would
one day be in line for the top job in Con-
sol. His shift to New York does not completely
preclude this, but his progression up the
Conoco ladder now hecomes more probable.

Modestly, Hardesty says he happened to
be in the right place at the right time when
someone was looking for a man, That was
the case when Gov. Willlam Wallace Barron
talked him into becoming State Tax Com-
missioner. And it was true when he joined
Consol and then rose in two swift steps to
become an executive vice president.

When he elected to follow the path of
coporation law instead of staying in polifics,
Hardesty apparently made a wise choice, for
his progress has been steadily onward and
upward. Yet he turned his back on what ap-
peared to be a shoo-ln opportunity to be
nominated—and elected—governor of West
Virginia either in 1964 or, more probably, in
1968.

Hardesty still could command the support
of the many diverse factions in the Demo-
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cratic party for high political preferment,
but he made his choice at the crossroads he
reached four years ago and is not golng to
backtrack now.

Fairmont has been right proud of Howard
Hardesty—and with good reason. His latest
promotion is due to the high degree of in-
tellect and ability he brings to the corpora-
tions which had the foresight to hire him.
And, to our way of thinking, he’s just started
to move up.

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND
MEETING PRODUCES GREAT
PROGRESS, SOME PROBLEMS

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, an
excellent article by Hobart Rowen, pub-
lished in Sunday's Washington Post, does
a fine job of pinpointing the substantial
strides taken during the recent Inter-
national Monetary Fund meeting in Rio
de Janeiro toward a plan for special
drawing rights that would be a step away
from, in Rowen’s words, “a blind de-
pendence on gold.”

Together with this giant step went the
very real problem of a demand by the
common-market countries for veto con-
trol over certain fund transactions. As the
Rowen article points out, a decision fo
initiate the special drawing rights plan
will undoubtedly depend on final acquies-
cence, at least in part, to the veto
requests.

On balance, nevertheless, we can look
back on the Rio meeting with real pride
in the accomplishments of our negotia-
tors. It may well prove to be a watershed
in the history of international monetary
arrangements.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Rowen article, which sums up the IMF
achievements so well, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

IMF ACHIEVEMENT AT Rio WaS GREAT

(By Hobart Rowen)

Any way you measure it, the 107 nations
who comprise the International Monetary
Fund turned in a great accomplishment at
Rio de Janeiro last week. The plan they
adopted for Special Drawing Rights (SDR)—
paper gold—is a step toward deliberate crea-
tion of international monetary reserves, and
away from a blind dependence on gold.

To be sure, what “paper gold” can ulti-
mately do can easily be oversold. But never
before in history has the international com-
munity decided, in principle, to control de-
liberately the supply of monetary reserves,
instead of letting the reserves control or over-
whelm the community.

On the other hand, the timetable for mak-
ing paper gold a reality—certain to be slow
and arduous in any event—was thrown into
uncertainty by other developments at Rio.

Chief among these was the notice served
by the Common Market that it intends to
seek a change in the entire power structure
of the IMF in order to achieve a role more
equal to that of the United States.

My impression after talks with many of
the principals at Rio is that if the United
States does not agree to some of the changes
the EEC wants, approval of the SDRE plan will
be delayed.

Already, it is apparent, the Anglo-Saxon
bloc and the European Continentals had
sharply differing ideas about what they were
signing at a London conference last month,
preliminary to Rio.
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The U.S. thought it agreed only to studies
*in parallel” of the changes in IMF rules
sought by the EEC. But the Europeans, with-
out exception, insist they made clear they
wanted action timed to co-incide with the
8DR scheme. “A study?” asks a Frenchman.
“Why, that is a joke! We want reform in the
rules, not a study.”

If nothing else, this illustrates the fragility
of international agreements, whether they
relate to arms control or financial liquidity.

But U.S. officials were disingenuous in
briefing Congress and the press after Lon-
don, They kept their lips buttoned about
prospective changes in IMF rules, in their
anxiety to crow about the SDR scheme.

As a tactie, 1t boomeranged: if the Euro-
peans looked out-maneuvered after London,
the Americans and British looked outfoxed
after Rio.

Europe 1s flexing its economic muscles.
Having agreed, subject to a veto over actual
activation, to the creation of paper gold, the
Commart countries want the same veto con-
trol to govern an increase in IMF quotas and
normal borrowings. As of now, the fairly
stringent rules governing the extension of
credit could be liberalized by a simple ma-
jority vote.

This question—changing the IMF rules—
is now “wide open,” Managing Director
Pierre-Paul Schweitzer said in Rio.

By far, this i1s now a bigger obstacle to the
actual implementing of the paper gold
scheme than the existence of the U.S. bal-
ance of payments deficit. Despite tough
French talk on the need for elimination
(actually, the French would grandly allow
us & $500 million deficit) the Germans, Ital-
ians, and other European powers insist only
on a trend toward reduction of the U.S.
deficit.

But the EEC got together more easily—
and will stay there—on the new related
guestion of a change in the rules. They
want the power, the prestige, and the con-
trol, and figure that the U.S, thirst for paper
gold glves them the leverage they need. It
looks as if they hold strong cards in this
international poker game.

The SDR plan and a change in IMF rules,
sald German Economics Minister Karl Schil-
ler firmly, “are for us a single entity.” And
the French, who approach the whole issue
with the aggressiveness of a Walter Reuther
posing a list of labor grievances, say the
acceptance of new rules is an absolute pre-
condition for the SDRs.

The French want the veto to apply not
only to quota increases and the credit
tranches (drawings), but to any changes in
the par value of currencles; to the gold
guarantee of members' credits; to decisions
on what portion of quota increases should
be paid in gold; and to the Fund's gold
“operations’—specifically its purchase of
U.8. Treasury bills with gold.

And in a direct swipe at Schweitzer—
about whom the French are bitter—they
want any contested interpretations of the
Fund’s articles sent to “a court of three
wise men.”

There will be a meeting of the Common
Market ministers in mid-November designed
to deflate this French shopping list. But it
can be predicted with assurance that there
will emerge from this conference a joint
position demanding a veto privilege on
quotas and on any changes in the credit
tranches,

Doubtless, the U.S. will try to whittle back
the new European demands exposed at Rio.
For example, It has a good case for suggest-
ing that if the EEC wants more power over
quota changes, 1t can get it by increasing
its payments into the kitty.

But ultimately, if the U.S. wants to see
the paper golden egg produced at Rio go
through a hatching stage, there will be an
additional price to pay the shrewd European
bargainers.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

EXCELLENT SUGGESTIONS FOR
IMPROVING OUR SOCIAL DATA

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, after
the introduction last February of S. 843,
the proposed Full Opportunity and So-
cial Accounting Act, and particularly
during the hearings on the bill held in
July by the Subcommittee on Govern-
ment Research, I have become seriously
concerned with the gaps existing in our
social knowledge.

Very sophisticated efforts are now
being made within the executive to ap-
praise and evaluate our social programs.
Repeatedly, as demonstrated by Eliza-
beth Drew in an article entitled “HEW
Grapples With PPBS,” published in the
most recent issue of the Public Interest,
these efforts have been stymied, substan-
tially slowed, or reduced in scope because
we lack some very basic data about this
society and its troubles.

Some excellent suggestions for improv-
ing our ability to gather increasingly ac-
curate and meaningful social statistics
have been advanced in recent months.
Among the better recommendations are
those advanced by the Conference on
Social Statistics and the City, convened
by the Joint Center for Urban Studies of
the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy and Harvard University in Washing-
ton this past June.

I invite these recommendations to the
attention of the Senate, and I also wish
to underscore those suggested actions
pertaining to the importance of accurate
social statistics to a democratic govern-
ment committed to improving the lot of
all its citizens. Viewed in this light, the
specific problem of underenumeration of
minority groups, whose members happen
to be among the more impoverished of
our population and among those most
in need of the assistance provided by
various governmental programs, assumes
urgent importance. In addition, the ra-
pidity with which change is altering our
social landscape makes imperative, I be-
lieve, early action on the conference rec-
ommendation of a full national census
every 5 rather than every 10 years.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolutions of the Confer-
ence on Social Statistics and an edi-
torial supporting “A Quinquennial Cen-
sus,” published in the New York Times,
be printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

RESOLUTIONS OF THE CONFERENCE ON SOCIAL
STATISTICS

The Conference on Social Statistics and
the City, convened by the Joint Center for
Urban Studies of the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology and Harvard University, meet-
ing in Washington, D.C., June 22-23, 1967,
by general concurrence resolved the fol-
lowing:

IMPROVING ENUMERATION OF NEGROES, PUERTO
RICANS, AND MEXICANS

1. While American population statistics are
among the very finest in the world, papers
presented to the Conference have established
beyond reasonable doubt that the Decennial
Census, the Current Population Survey, and
to a lesser degree, the Vital Statistics of the
United States, seriously and significantly
under-enumerate or under-estimate the size
of the Negro, Puerto-Rican, and Mexican-
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American populations. As much as 10 per-
cent of the Negro population may not have
been counted in the 1960 Census, and there
is considerable probability that the Puerto
Rican and Mexican-American were similarly
under-counted.

In 1960 as many as one Negro male in six
within the age group of 20 to 39 years may
have been omitted altogether.

In a modern society statistical informa-
tion is not only a primary guide to public
and private actions, in itself it profoundly
influences patterns of thought and basic
assumptions as to the way things are and the
way they are likely to be. Were national sta-
tistics merely inadequate, but uniformly so,
the nation would be at a disadvantage, but
no special injury could be claimed by any
region or group. As it happens, however,
where American population statistics are in-
adequate, they will normally be found to be
50 in terms of the under-enumeration and
under-estimation of minority groups, defined
in terms of race, or national origin, and con-
centrated in specific neighborhoods, usually
in densely populated central city areas, They
are also, characteristically, defined by pov-
erty. But a larger issue than that simply of
efficiency and convenience must enter the
consideration of this subject. A constitu-
tional issue enters.

Article I, Section 3, of the Constitution
provides for the enumeration once each ten
years of all persons residing within the
United States. This enumeration is explicitly
and primarily designed to provide the basis
for representation in the House of Repre-
sentatives. In the years since the adoption
of the Constitution, the Census enumeration
and other statistical programs, such as those
conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
have come to be the basis for a host of pub-
lic activities, and most particularly provide
the basis on which public funds are allocated
in a whole range of government programs
at the national, state, and local level. In
some cases funds are allocated on a straight
“head count” basis. In other cases, as for
example the Economic Development Act,
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, and in the Model Citles legisla-
tion, public funds are allocated on the basis
of population together with a range of special
economic and other information collected by
government agencies.

The record of these agencies, notably the
Bureau of the Census, in gathering and
compiling this information with the highest
technical competence, the utmost stand-
ards of impartiality and integrity, and at
the most modest cost is a matter of national
pride. Typically it has been the Census Bu-
reau itself that has been the most diligent
in discovering and analyzing the problems
of gathering statistics relating to minority
groups.

Nonetheless, the problem of under-
enumeration of minority groups is likely
to persist unless it becomes a matter of more
general concern. We belleve that what were
initially at least technical problems have by
their very magnitude been transformed into
social problems with powerful legal and
ethical implications. Specifically, we hold
that where a group defined by raclal or
ethnic terms, and concentrated in specific
political jurisdictions, is significantly under-
counted in relation to other groups, then in-
dividual members of that group are thereby
deprived of the constitutional right to equal
representation In the House of Representa-
tives, and by inference in other legislative
bodies. Further, we hold that individual
members of such a group are thereby de-
prived of their right to egual protection of
the laws as provided by Section I of the
14th Amendment to the Constitution in that
they are deprived of their entitlement to
partake in Federal and other programs de-
signed for areas and populations with their
characteristics.
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Injury, while general, is real; redress Is in
order. This would seem a matter of special
concern to the nation in view of recent
Supreme Court rulings establishing the one-
man, one-vote principle in apportioning leg-
islatures, and in view of the extensive Con-
gressional activity in the establishment of
programs designed to improve the economic
and social status of just those groups that
appear to be substantially under-represented
in our current population statistics.

The Bureau of the Census, and other gov-
ernment statistical agencies, have set a
superb standard of public accountability in
themselves calling attention to this problem.
We feel it is incumbent on the Congress to
provide the Bureau of the Census, the Na-
tional Center of Health Statistics, the Bureau
of Labor Statistics and such other agencies
as are concerned, with the funds necessary
to obtain a full enumeration of all groups in
the population, and also to gather the usual
information on special and economic char-
acteristics that is necessary to implement
the laws of the nation.

2, The Conference likewlse emphasizes that
there is an obligation on the part of every
resident to be enumerated.

3. The Conference commends the Bureau
of the Census for the innovative use of the
Post Office for the purpose of insuring a more
complete enumeration. The Conference be-
lieves that the Post Office will contribute to
the improvement of the coverage of the
census not only in general, but particularly,
in the central clties.

4, The Conference wishes to encourage the
Bureau of the Census to explore more flexible
personnel procedures from the standpoint
first, of enlarging the number of people who
can be located to serve usefully as regular
enumerators and, second, to employ people
in wvarlous auxiliary roles to help insure
completeness of count.

5. The Bureau of the Census, working in
concert with other groups, public and pri-
vate, should work to develop enumerator
skills, particularly for conditions in the cen-
tral cities, and to instill a professional spirit
among enumerators.

6. The Conference suggests consideration
of the appointment of enumerators or super-
visors by Presidential commission as a step
to Impress them with the seriousness of the
task.

7. The Conference wishes to encourage
the Bureau of the Census to take an experi-
mental approach toward the use of various
incentives for respondents.

8. The Conference is impressed with the
extent to which improvements in close-out
procedures! and procedures for following
back to apparently vacant housing units may
contribute to the reduction of under-enu-
meration. We put high priority, therefore, on
changes in procedures and in allocation of
resources that promise an improvement in
this area.

9. The Conference would like to wurge
financial support for further studies of un-
der-enumeration in the 1970 Census such as
the study of 1860 under-enumeration by
Jacob Siegal, extended to specific estimates
of under-enumeration by age, sex, race,
ethnic group, and residence.

IMPROVING VITAL STATISTICS FOR NEGROES,
PUERTO RICANS AND MEXICANS

1. We recommend that the Bureau of the

Census and the National Center for Health

Statisties study methods for improving the

completeness and quality of Census data to

1 Close-out procedures determine the
number of calls an enumerator must make at
a particular household in an attempt to
gather information. If no information can be
gathered after the specified number of calls,
characteristics of the household are allocated
by a computer.
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enable the computation of vital rates for
minority groups, particularly those groups
which have been included with the white
population in the past.

2. We recommend that the National Cen-
ter for Health Statistics through the mecha-
nisms of the Public Health Conference on
Records and Statistics and the American As-
soclation of Vital Registrars and Public
Health Statisticlans ask state and local
health departments to make more tabula-
tlons and classifications of vital records for
minority groups.

3. We recommend that the National Center
for Health Statistics make known what ma-
terial state and local health agencies collect,
tabulate, and publish concerning vital rates
for minority groups.

4, We recommend that the Bureau of the
Census and the National Center for Health
Statistics conduct a birth registration and
enumeration matching test in conjunction
with the Census of 1970. The aims of this test
should be (a) test completeness of birth reg-
istration, (b) ascertain census under-enu-
meration of the young, (c¢) determine quality
of both birth registration and census data,
(d) study differentials in infant mortality by
characteristics in family or household.

5. We encourage the National Center for
Health Statistics to work through the Public
Health Conference on Records and Statistics
and the American Association of Vital Regls-
trars and Public Health Statisticians to as-
sure that a question conecerning legitimacy
will appear on the birth certificate and cer-
tificate of fetal death. This can be accom-
plished by having this item in the confiden-
tial section as recommended for the stand-
ard certificates * for 1968.

6. We recommend that the National Center
for Health Statistics encourage record link-
age studies utilizing birth, fetal death, death,
marriage and divorce records. We recom-
mend that the Bureau of the Census encour-
age record linkage studies based on the 1970
Census of Population and Housing,

7. We encourage states to retain the ques-
tion concerning race on the birth and death
certificates and we encourage states to in-
clude questions on race on marriage and di-
vorce certificates. This can be accomplished
by having this item in the confidential sec-
tion as recommended for the standard cer-
tificates of 1968.

8. We urge the National Center for Health
Statisties to continue and expand studies of
the completeness of death registration and
studies of the quality of data obtained on
death certificates.

9, We urge the National Center for Health
Statistics to encourage local agencies to
classify birth and death certificates by city
block or census tract, perhaps using the ad-
dress register being developed by the Bureau
of the Census for the Census of 1870. This
will make possible further studies of the vital
rates of minority groups.

10. We support efforts to obtain a quin-
quennial census and we recommend that
such a census obtain adequate information
to permit study of the vital rates of minority
groups,

11. We urge states to affiliate as rapidly as
possible with the Marriage and Divorce Reg-
istration Areas established by the National
Center for Health Statistics.

12. We encourage the National Center for
Health Statistics and the Bureau of the
Census to explore, support and conduct sur-
veys of fertility expectations and perform-
ance, In particular, adequate Information
should be obtalned for minority groups with
distinctive fertility patterns.

*The standard certificate is that form
which the Natlonal Center for Health Sta-
tistics recommends to the States as most ap-
propriate.
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NEEDED ENLARGEMENT IN AVAILAELE SOCIAL
STATISTICS FOR NEGROES, PUERTO RICANS, AND
MEXICANS
1. The Conference recommends that the

Census Bureau continue to clearly identify

specific groups for which more data are de-
sired Census publications should replace the
categories of white and non-white with more
specific ethnic or racial designations; for ex-
ample, Negro, American Indian, and Cuban.

2. Federal statistical surveys should be
designed from the beginning to provide
data for specific minority groups. This may
require special sampling and tabulation pro-
grams in addition to specifications of con-
tent appropriate to the social situation of
minorities.

3, The Bureau of the Census and other
statistical agencies should continue to ex-
periment with methods of identifying ethnic
groups; for example, by ethnic origin, lan-
guage spoken in the home and birthplace of
grandparents.

4, The presentation of survey and census
results should be expanded in two ways—in

form for general users and in eas-
ily available special tabulations for profes-
sional users.

5. The Conference recommends that the
Census Bureau conduct frequent surveys to
provide for individual cities and the minor-
ity groups within cities data of the type in-
cluded in the program of the Current Popu-
lation Survey.

6. A full census should be carried out
more frequently than at present. A 5 year
census should replace the present 10 year
census.

APPRISING ORGANIZATIONS ABOUT THE CENSUS
AND OTHER SOURCES OF SOCIAL STATISTICS

1. The Joint Center for Urban Studies of
M.LT. and Harvard should apprise organiza-
tions interested in soclal statistics, particu-
larly those concerned with minority groups,
of the proceedings of this Conference.

[From the New York Times, Aug 20, 1967]
A QUINQUENNIAL CENSUS

Instead of the regular decennial census,
the House of Representatives has voted to
take a head and place count of Americans
every five years. Congressmen from fast-
growing urban and suburban districts are
for it because more current data would mean
a better shake in allotting Federal and state
aid and devising programs to meet urgent
civic needs.

The half-decade census makes sense on
several counts. City administrators, soclolo-
gists and scholars cannot plan for the fu-
ture unless they know who's where. Some
forecasters say that one out of two Ameri-
cans no longer live where they did in 1960.

A significant census point has been under-
scored by the Center for Urban Studies of
M.I.T.-Harvard. It is that Negroes and Ameri-
cans of Puerto Rican and Mexican origin are
undercounted. As much as 10 per cent of
the real population of these minority groups
may have recelved a short count. The poor,
especially in the slum areas, frequently avoid
the officlal knock on the door.

In the trial runs next year for the 1970
census, soclal statisticlans suggest improved
head-counting methods. The Post Office can
contribute to fuller coverage; greater co-
operation with state and city agencies is re-
quired, and enumerator skills must be im-
proved.

In ancient Rome a census of citizens and
their property was taken for purposes of tax-
ation. In a more complex and greater society,
a census is required to serve the people in-
stead of the state. A quinguennial national
census can help toward that end.
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THE F-111 CONTROVERSY

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
connection with discussions incident to
the F-111 program, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from the Secretary of
the Air Force be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, October 5, 1967.
Hon. STUART SYMINGTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR BENATOR SYMINGTON: You have asked
me to comment on the materials (two maga-
zine storles, two newspaper articles, one tele-
vision broadcast, and three brief editorial
comments) inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of September 20. Having reviewed
them, I conclude that they do not present a
balanced pleture of the testimony on the
F-111 program.

One story, for example, features the “jolt-
ing admission” that there are penalty provi-
sions in the F-111 R&D contract—a fact that
has been public knowledge for almost five
years., Another is headlined "“Navy's Plane
Requires Excessive Wind for Carrier Land-
ings,” yet falls to mention that the F-111 in
this respect outperforms any supersonic
fighter in the fieet. I have similar difficulties
with the plece captioned “A New Plane—and
Hardly Anybody is Happy.” It is unfortunate
that the author of this article did not take
the trouble to talk with the Tactical Alr
Command crews who are eagerly forming
F-111 operational units at Nellis Air Force
Base today.

There has never been and will never be a
major development program that does not
provide grist for the critic’s mill, and I
say this without guestioning either the sin-
cerity of the critics or the utility of the funec-
tion they perform. I will say only that these
few selections are in no sense representative
of, much less a substitute for, the compre-
hensive testimony given this year before
Committees of both the Senate and the
House, particularly the testimony of such
responsible officials as the Chief of Staff of
the Air Force and myself, who are on rec-
ord that the F-111 is the aircraft we want
and need.

Sincerely,
HarOLD BROWN.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION BILL
HAILED AS MAJOR STEP IN
BREAKING DOWN LANGUAGE
WALLS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the recent issue of Commonweal, dated
October 6, 1967, contained an article by
Dr. Frank Cordasco, professor of educa-
tion at Montclair State College, N.J.,
entitled “Enocking Down the Language
Walls.,” Dr., Cordasco is a recognized
expert in the field of language edu-
cation and was one of the many expert
witnesses which the Special Subcom-
mittee on Bilingual Education heard
during the course of its hearings on S.
428. His article on this problem is ineci-
sive and clearly indicates the nature of
the problem which my bill attempts to
attack.

I ask unanimous consent that Dr.
Cordasco’s article be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:
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ENoCcKING DOWN THE LANGUAGE WALLS

It has long been an American illusion that
for a child born in the United States English
is not a forelgn language; therefore, virtually
all imstruction in the schools must be
through the medium of English. Some states
(New York included) have mandated this
ethnocentrism in statutes which expressly
forbld instruction in any language but Eng-
lish. One result was that the schools be-
came the agencies of social disaffection, cul-
tural assault, and enforced assimilation. The
schools had to minister to children who
brought with them myriad cultures and a
multiplicity of tongues. More often than not
(almost always in the cities where immi-
grants clustered) the children also were poor.
And within the perimeter of this poverty
were cultural differences, language handi-
caps, social alienation and disaffection. In
this sense, poor Negroes, migrating from
rural areas to the urban ghettos of the 1960’s,
and the Mexican-Amerlcan poor, largely an
urban minority, are not newcomers to the
American schools, nor do they present Amer-
ican educators with new problems.

In its efforts to “assimilate” all of its
charges, the American school very often de-
stroyed the cultural ldentity of the child;
it forced him to leave his ancestral language
at the schoolhouse door; it developed in the
child an ambivalence of language, of cul-
ture, of ethnicity, and of personal self-af-
firmatlon. It held up to the children mirrors
in which they saw, not themselves, but the
stereotyped middle-class, white, English-
speaking child who allegedly embodied what
the American child was (or ought) to be.
For the minority child, the images which
the school fashioned were cruel deceptions.
In the enforced acculturation there was bit-
terness and confusion, but tragically, too,
there was the rejection of the wellsprings
of identity, and more often than not, the
failure of achievement. The non-English-
speaking child (almost inevitably poor) was
the easy victim of cultural assault, and his
ancestral language was a target against
which the school mounted relentless re-
sources.

Against this tragic background and quix-
otic effort, largely unnoticed, is a “sleeper”
amendment to the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act (E.S.E.A.) which in es-
sence proposes that we banish the ghosts of
ethnocentrism and culural imperialism, and
turn to the cultivation of individual differ-
ences which better reflect our pluralistic
soclety.

The history of this “sleeper” amendment is
a good illustration of what EKenneth Clark
has characterized as “the dilemmas of
power.” Where would one have sought the
power in the Congress to recognize the par-
ticular needs of Puerto Rican children, if pre-
vious Congresses had chosen largely to ignore
millions of other children who were non-
English-speaking? The tactic here was ob-
viously to relate the Puerto Rican child to
the needs of another group long indigenous
in America but equally long disenfranchised,
and for whom English was not their native
language. In the five-state area of the South-
west (Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, Arizona,
California) there are at least 1.75 million
Mexican-American school children whose lin-
guistie, cultural and psychological handicaps
cause them to experience, in general, aca-
demic fallure in our schools, or at best limit
them to only mediocre success. The Mexican-
American child classically demonstrated that
an almost inevitable concomitant of poverty
was low educational achievement. Thus, it
was out of Texas, unlikely as it may seem,
that an extraordinary amendment to the
ESEA was proposed.

On Jan. 17, 1967, Ralph Yarborough (D.-
Texas) introduced in the Senate 5. 428,
which proposed “to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in order
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to provide assistance to local educational
agencies in establishing bilingual American
education programs and to provide certain
other assistance to promote such programs.”
At long last the Congress had before it legis-
lation which would make legitimate the cul-
tivation of individual differences in our
schools. Understandably, Senator Yarborough
was concerned with the problems of his Mex-
ican-American constituents, but his bill ex-
plicitly noted, “For the purpose of this Title,
Spanish-speaking elementary and secondary
students means elementary and secondary
school students born in, or one or both of
whose parents were born in, Mexico or Puerto
Rico, and, in states for which such informa-
tion is available, other students with Spanish
surnames.” The very proposal of the bill was
tantamount to the recognition that Mexican-
American children had been neglected by
American schools,

But Senator Yarborough's legislation went
far beyond this elemental recognition. It
proposed (1) bilingual educational pro-
grams; (2) the teaching of Spanish as the
native language; (3) the teaching of English
as a second language; (4) programs designed
to impart to Spanish-speaking students a
knowledge of and pride in their ancestral
culture and language; (5) efforts to attract
and retain as teachers promising individuals
of Mexican or Puerto Rican descent; and (6)
efforts to establish closer cooperation be-
tween the school and the home. What ex-
traordinary proposals!

As was to be expected, Senator Yar-
borough's bill (which had as co-sponsors Mr,
Javits and Mr. Kennedy of New York) cre-
ated a flurry of activity in the House (al-
though the bill went largely unnoticed out-
side the Congress) and a spate of companion
House bills were proposed. Chief among them
was H.R. 0840 offered by James H. Scheuer
(D.-New York). Congressman Scheuer wished
to include not only Spanish-speaking stu-
dents, as Yarborough proposed, but all those
whose native language is not English.
Scheuer asked for five times the money Sen-
ator Yarborough had proposed ($25,000,000
as against $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1967-68);
further, his bill provides for participation
by full-time non-public school students
(children in parochial and other private
schools).

Of course, a few objections have been raised
against such legislation. Some linguists have
objected to linking the bill to poverty; they
insist that the bill be completely unrestricted
to allow the cultivation of a vast bi-lingual
resource. But this is truly another problem.
‘What the legislation has really proposed (no
matter how awkwardly, and despite all the
programming intricacies which will have to
be worked out) is that the school, as a social
institution which serves the children of an
open society, must build on the cultural
strengths which the child brings to the
classroom; to cultivate in this child ances-
tral pride; to reinforce (not destroy) the
language he natively speaks; and to give this
child the sense of personal ldentification so
essential to his social maturation.

Senator Yarborough's Senate Bill 428 was
unanimously reported out of the Senate Sub-
committee on Education in August. If it
achleves passage, his “sleeper” will have
thrust greatness upon him, and Texas will
have become as illustrious in educational
history as Massachusetts.

FrANE M. CORDASCO.

(Dr. Frank Cordasco, sociologist and au-
thor, is professor of education, Montclair
State College, N.J.)

BIG REASON FOR SST-CONCORDE
COMPETITION IS FADING

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
world’s airlines are having second
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thoughts about the Anglo-French super-
sonie transport, the Concorde, which is
scheduled to go into service in 1971.

Orders for this first entry in the SST
sweepstakes have been lagging well be-
hind expectations, according to a report
published in this morning’s edition of
the Wall Street Journal. Not only that,
some airlines that had purchased options
to buy the plane now say they may not
exercise them, the Journal reports. The
options were picked up at a cost of up
to $280,000 apiece.

These reports demonstrate that the
Concorde is not going to be the enor-
mous competitive threat to our aviation
industry that had earlier been predicted
for it. Some airlines have indicated
they are willing to wait for the Ameri-
can SST not only because of its superior
engineering but also because they are be-
ginning to feel some strain on their finan-
cial resources imposed by purchases of
Boeing T47's—the jumbo jet—on which
they will take delivery in late 1969.

I submit—and so argued last Thursday
when I offered an amendment to the
transportation appropriations bill to slow
down the SST development program—
that delaying our SST program a year or
even 2 years will not do one iota of dam-
age to the sales outlook for the plane.

As the Journal report pointed out:

The world’s airlines aren't particularly
averse to delaying their next period of ma-
jor spending for several years ...

Despite the fact the Senate and the
House have voted to go ahead full steam
with SST development, I hope President
Johnson will take note of the Concorde's
difficulties when he casts about for items
to cut out of this year’s budget. There is
absolutely no reason to rush our SST
development program. A 1- or 2-year
delay will not hurt our competitive posi-
tion at all; and certainly there is no
military necessity for this project.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

OrpERS FOR EUROPE'Ss CONCORDE PLANE LAG—
SoMmE AmRLINES MAY AwalT BoEING's SST
The world’'s airlines appear to be having

some second thoughts about the Concorde,

the supersonic, 136-passenger jet being de-
veloped jointly by Britain and France and

expected to go into service in 1971.

Orders for the aircraft haven't been coming
in as fast as was earlier estimated and some
airlines that already have purchased options
to buy the jet, at up to $280,000 each, indi-
cate they may not exercise them.

Reasons for the Concorde’s apparent sales
lag are varied, but one possible result could
be that in forgoing the Anglo-French plane
the airlines will put their money on Boeing
Co.'s 2707, the 1,800-mile-an-hour, 350 pas-
senger SST that's expected to go into opera-
tion in late 1974, at the earliest.

The Concorde is expected to sell for about
$21 million, including spare parts, and Boe-
ing's 8ST for about $40 million. More im-
portant than this difference in price, how-
ever, Is the fact that airlines are coming into
a period of severe strain on their financial
resources, mostly in expanding current jet
fleets and in borrowing to pay for Boeing’s
747. This is the so-called jumbo jet that will
carry up to 380 passengers and cost $20 mil-
lion each. Initial deliveries of the 747 are
expected In late 1969,
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Also, there will be potential purchases of
short and medium-range jets currently under
development, such as the so-called alr-bus
being designed by Lockheed Aircraft Corp.
and another air-bus version planned as a
joint venture by Britain, West Germany and
France, both being readied for the early
1970's.

Thus, the world's airlines aren’t particu-
larly averse to delaying their next period of
major spending for several years—to 1974,
when they can buy the Boeing 2707, from
1971, when they would be taking delivery on
the Concorde.

RESERVATIONS ABOUT ENGINEERING

Among other reservations the airlines are
said to have on the Concorde is its engineer-
ing. In the U.S., especially, potential buyers
are concerned with an increase in the plane's
overall weight from original specifications
to about 370,000 pounds from 350,000.

It's understood U.S. engineers who have
evaluated the Concorde aren’t satisfied the
plane, with the additional weight, will be able
to fly the 3,600 miles between New York and
Paris nonstop.

Contributing to the increased weight is
the addition of two more thrust reversers,
used to slow the plane on landing; this is
being insisted on by U.S. airlines. The Con-
corde’s developers recommended only two
thrust reversers plus a drag parachute, but
U.8. evaluators turned this down. Additional
galley and other interior items asked for by
U.B. airline engineers also are increasing the
plane's weight.

The tight design of the Concorde to pre-
serve its aerodynamic gualities, experts say,
preclude enlargement of the fuel tanks to
increase range. It's also considered possible
the craft will be able to carry only 120 to 125
passengers on long-range fiights instead of
the planned 136.

Another point in controversy is the Con-
corde’s projected high landing speed of about
158 knots, compared with 130 to 140 knots
for current jets. Stress on tires and on run-
ways at certain airports, plus high noise
levels, also pose problems.

But British Aircraft Corp., and Sud Avia-
tion, the plane’s builders, claim they have
made provisions for extra weight and that
they will solve these problems. The buyers
have about a year before they must make
firm commitments tieing down to accepting
the plane, during which period definite
guarantees by the manufacturers will be
worked out.

As for the airlines that already have or-
dered the Concorde, a spokesman for Air
India said last week “We have two Boeing
747 jumbo jets on order, and we have reserved
three positions for the U.S. supersonic jet.
The possibility of our taking up our Con-
corde positions must now be regarded as very
remote.”

Also, it's understood Australia’s Qantas
Airlines is considering canceling its four Con-
corde options. Says a Qantas spokesman, “We
haven’t made and aren’t in the process of
making any decision on the Concorde.” He
noted the line doesn't have to make a deci-
sion until six months after the first prototype
flies, expected next February. “It would be
fatuous to say we don't want it until we see
how it files,” he adds. Qantas has six Boeing
S8Ts on order.

Irish International Airlines says it is by-
passing the Concorde entirely.

SALES BELOW EXPECTATIONS

There’s little question but that sales so far
of the Anglo-French plane have failed to
come up to expectations. Brtish Aireraft con-
fidently predicted earlier this year that orders
in 1967 would reach 100 from the then-
current 69.

But only five more options have been taken
to date, three by Lufthansa, the West Ger-
man line, and two by Eastern Air Lines. The
latest order was in June.
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A spokesman for British Aircraft concedes
the earlier estimate of 100 orders by the end
of this year was optimistic, but he says,
“We are still confident the plane will do
what we say it will do, operationally and
saleswise.”

Adds the BAC spokesman: “It isn't crucial
to the project that we reach the 100-order
mark by the end of 1967. We have our first
three years of production pretty well com-
mitted (with existing orders) and when we
reach the 100 mark is fairly immaterial. . . .
There could well be an order lull until the
prototypes fiy."”

The Concorde is costing the British and
French $1.4 billion for development and con-
struction of just four planes—a prototype
and a preproduction model by both BAC and
Sud.

Beyond this, it's belleved it will take an-
other $560 million total from the two coun-
tries to begin production runs of the aircraft.
So far, this money hasn't been forthcoming,
and there’s continued speculation that the
British government is unhappy with the proj-
ect, that it's costing too much and that it
doesn’t want to put up its share. The French
withdrawal from the “swing wing"” fighter
joint project this summer didn’'t make the
British particularly happy about Joint
projects.

The British government insists it's fully
committed to the Concorde, however, and
that it isn’t yet necessary to put up the extra
cash. Indeed, John Stowehouse, minister of
state in the Ministry of Technology, asserts
the government already has spent $0.8 mil-
lion in tooling and some materials for pro-
duction models of the plane,

WILL THE CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD BE THE NEXT PUBLICA-
TION TO BE BANNED IN SOUTH
VIETNAM?

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, to-
day’s press carries the story that the
October 9, 1967, issue of Newsweek has
been banned by the South Vietnamese
Government for carrying a story show-
ing how poor and corrupt the Vietnamese
Army is.

According to the new Vietnamese Con-
stitution, there is supposed to be freedom
of the press in South Vietnam, As was
shown when there was a newspaper
crackdown just before the September 3,
1967, so-called free elections, there is
freedom of the press in South Vietnam
only so long as the newspapers publish
what the South Vietnamese military
junta approves.

The article in Newsweek is entitled
“Their Lions—Our Rabbits” and gives a
factual account of the failure of the
South Vietnamese Army to fight, of how
corrupt it is, and of how so many mem- -
bers of that army are “opting out” of the
war and turning it over to the U.S. forces.
The article points out how, in August of
this year, more Americans were drafted
than the South Vietnamese Government
had drafted in the preceding 6 months.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle entitled “Their Lions—Our Rab-
bits,” published in the October 9, 1967,
issue of Newsweek, be printed at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

It may be that because the CONGRES-
sIONAL REcorp will carry this Newsweek
article, the ConGreESsIONAL REcorD itself
will now be banned in South Vietnam.

I shall have the article reprinted and
offer to send a copy to anyone in South
Vietnam who wants one—if they ever
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find out there that it was reprinted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Alaska?

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From Newsweek, Oct. 9, 1967]
THER LioNs—OUR RABBITS

(Nore.—By common consent, there is
only one nmative institution in South Viei:‘-
nam sufficiently strong and cohesive that it
might be able to insure the country’s sur-
vival as an independent, non-Communist
state. That institution is the South Viel-
namese armed jforces. Recently, Newsweek
Correspondent Merton D. Perry was asked to
appraise the capacity of the South Viei-
namese military to meet that heavy responsi-
bility. His report follows:)

At Dak To in the central highlands of
Vietnam, an entire South Vietnamese regi-
ment has taken itself out of action in order
to concentrate upon supplying the 173rd
U.S. Airborne Brigade base with beer, prosti-
tutes and laundry service. A Vietnamese
Ranger unit performs a simlilar function for
the Fourth U.S. Division near Pleiku. And in
Bien Hoa, next to a sprawling airfield
crowded with GI's, another enterprising
Ranger outfit has built a red-light district
known as “Tijuana East,”

All across the shell-pocked face of South
Vietnam these days, a distressing fact is
evident: an uncomfortably large number of
South Vietnamese fighting men have vir-
tually opted out of the war, leaving the fleld
to their big American brothers. In each of
the past three months, U.S. combat
deaths have exceeded those of the South
Vietnamese. Total American casualties now
regularly outrun the South Vietnamese
draft call, and in August alone the U.S.
drafted more men than South Vietnam had
in the previous six months.

The South Vietnamese Army, in short, is
sick, Like the soclety which created it, it is
riddled with factionalism, nepotism, corrup-
tion, inefficiency, incompetence and coward-
ice, As a result, the RVNAF (Republic of
Vietnam Armed Forces) all too often prove
either unwilling or unable to perform even
the relatively limited task which is now their
chief mission: the protection of rural pacifi-
cation teams.

HEADS AND HEARTS

There Is, of course, no Inherent reason why
the South Vietnamese Army should not be a
first-class fighting force. As a Vietnamese
colonel recently remarked to me over break-
fast: “The North Vietnamese and the Viet
Cong fight like lions while our soldiers fight
like rabbits.” Yet the rabbits come from the
same stock as the lions, Often, they even
come from the same famllies,

Why are “our” Vietnamese so poor and
“theirs" so good? My colonel friend supplied
part of the answer. “The Communists fight,”
he said, “because their officers have some-
thing in their heads and hearts—and the
soldiers know what they are fighting for.”
Beyond that, the North Vietnamese and Viet
Cong benefit from the impressive expertise
in guerrilla tactics developed by their com-
manders in decades of war against the
French and Americans. By contrast, the
South Vietnamese serviceman is frequently
led by venal and inexpert commanders and
ur.zluy has no reason for wanting to fight
a }

To begin with, the South Vietnamese sol-
dier is extremely poorly paid (a private
draws about §15 a month) and poorly cared
for. His officers generally make no attempt
to motivate him. “Most enlisted men do not
have any clear understanding that they are
fighting Communists,” a Vietnamese lieu-
tenant recently told me. And because com-
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manders often pocket part of their unit's
food allowance, the soldiers are virtually
forced to steal their food from the peasants.
This, in turn, engenders in many South
Vietnamese troops a contempt for the peas-
antry. On one operation near Bong Son
which I witnessed recently, the men of a
crack regular unit foresightedly brought
along empty sandbags in which to carry
their loot.
HISTORY

Such a sorry state 1s not achleved over-
night, and, indeed, the present dilemma has
sprung from years of ineptitude and missed
opportunities. Created after the second
world war as part of the French Army, the
South Vietnamese military establishment
was organized first into light-infantry bat-
talions, for which French officers had little
but contempt. After France's defeat, the
destiny of the South Vietnamese Army was
largely gulded by two American advisers,
Lt. Gen. John (Iron Mike) O'Daniel and
Lt. Gen. Samuel (Hanging Sam) Williams.
Between them, they eventually forged a sys-
tem of heavy divisions and cumbersome staffs
designed to repel a Korean-type attack
across the 17th parallel by North Vietnam.
By 19061, the South Vietnamese had an un-
wieldly, road-bound army that was incapable
of meeting and defeating a guerrilla enemy
on his own ground. And in 1961, the Com-
munists launched just that sort of attack.

Then, it has been said, was the time for
the U.8. to force the Vietnamese to redirect
their efforts. Instead, the American military
command in South Vietnam concentrated on
beefing up its advisory force and bringing
in a lot more military hardware. Thus, by
early 1965, the South Vietnamese were very
nearly beaten, and the U.S, had to send In
its own troops to stave off disaster.

Since then, the South Vietnamese military
have staggered haphazardly along the road
to recovery. U.S. military men, in fact, stead-
fastly maintain that dramatic progress is
being made, and the Pentagon’s favorite
ammunition—statistics—is  liberally ex-
pended to prove the point. South Vietnam’s
armed forces have grown by more than 50
per cent a year in each of the last three years
and now total more than 700,000 men—of
whom 250,000 are regulars and the rest
militia. The number of combat battalions
rated “satisfactory” by U.S. observers has
risen about 40 per cent since the end of 1965.
Desertions have decreased sharply (although
soldiers still are going over the hill at the
rate of about 74,000 a year), the kill ratio is
rising and the South Vietnamese, according
to official statistics, are capturing more weap-
ons than before,

DEATHS

To many, however, it still appears that the
U.S. command is inclined to label as “prog-
ress” any action in which the Vietnamese
have merely done their duty. There are, ad-
mittedly, some highly effective Vietnamese
units—notably among the Marine and
Ranger outfits. But the fact remains that 360
pacification workers have been assassinated
so far this year—often while army units
stood idly by not far away.

Corruption, moreover, continues to be
endemic in the RVNAF. One South WViet-
namese division commander was recently
found to have sold to the Viet Cong rice that
had been provided by the U.S. aid program.
Other officers conduct a brisk smuggling
trade across the Cambodian border, even im-
porting such Red Chinese items as flash-
lights and ball-point pens. And commands
in the RVNAF often are bought for officers
by a syndicate of backers, assured of an
immense profit out of illegal deals.

WHITEWASH

The Saigon government has pledged that
it will stamp out all this, but frequently its
efforts boil down to a whitewash. The district
chief of Cu Chi, north of Salgon, was fired
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recently for his misdeeds, but soon surfaced
again as chief of another province, having
been promoted from captain to major.

Efforts at reform, however, continue. The
Vietnamese Joint General Staff already has
approved a 42-point plan to improve the
quality of the armed forces; it includes pro-
vision for dependent housing and ration
allowances for troops and several steps to
upgrade military education. More promising
yet is a scheme for a wholesale reorganiza-
tion of the armed forces, scheduled to go into
effect the first of next year. This scheme
would strip corps commanders of their war-
lord powers and put 54 battalions directly
under the control of province chiefs to con-
centrate on pacification security..

According to a knowledgeable officer in the
U.8. command, however, the reorganization
is in "limbo" for the moment. “It looks like
there’s still a lot of horse trading going on
among the generals,” this officer says. But
the hard fact is that if this and other re-
forms are not carried out, if the Vietnamese
armed forces do not somehow acquire the
will and ability to fight, then the American
shield will be needed in South Vietnam for
a far longer time than anyone cares to
contemplate.

AMBASSADOR EDWARD CLARK,
TEXAN IN AUSTRALIA, IS A GREAT
AMERICAN AMBASSADOR

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
we are all fami¥ar with the job that Hon.
Edward Clark is performing for our
country as Ambassador to Australia. At
this time of increasing importance of
that part of the world and our vital
friendship with Australia, Ed Clark is
the right man to represent our interests.

Yesterday's New York Times Sunday
magazine contains an article written by
an assistant editor of the Melbourne Sun
which colorfully deseribes our Ambas-
sador’s 2 years in Canberra, and what
happened “When a Texas-Style Diplo-
mat Hits Australia.” I was pleased that
the article reports the love this sixth-
generation Texan feels for his home
State, which strongly flavors his diplo-
matic style, but all of us can feel equal
pride in the job of representation he is
doing for our country.

He has traveled over a quarter of a
million miles since his appointment and
has taken the story of our country, and
often the personal words of our Presi-
dent, into every corner and every orga-
nization in that country. I am privileged
to count Mr. Clark as an old and close
friend and know that the article rightly
describes him as the finest Ambassador
the United States has ever had in Aus-
tralia.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

WHEN A TeExas-SryrLE DrrnomaT HITS

AUSTRALIA
(By Harry Gordon, assistant editor of the
Melbourne Sun)

CanBERRA.—The bus pulled up outside the
large red-brick Georgian building, and the
driver called out, “Okay, then, Everybody out
for the American Embassy.” The tourists
spilled across the sidewalk and Into the
marble-floored entrance, between Iframed
replicas of the Declaration of Independence
and the Bill of Rights. They emerged on the
other side of the hall, trooped across a formal
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garden and reached another front door. A
rich Texan voice boomed: “Well, howdy folks.
I'm the Ambassador, and this here is Missus
Clark. Just take your time looking around,
and ask me anything you want. It'd make
me very happy if you'd all accept a Texas
yellow rose and some literature about my
home state.”

The Hon. Edward Clark, Ambassador for
the United States of America in the Austral-
ian capital city of Canberra, was wearing
a yachting jacket that day, with a yellow
rose in the lapel and watch chain that car-
ried a golden miniature map of Texas; when
he lifted his arms wide or pointed to his
treasures—"That there’s a Pic-cass-ee-oh,
and here's a chart showing all the oldest
houses in San Augustine, Texas,” he revealed
bright blue, three-inch-wide braces, decor-
ated with reindeer.

Afterwards, the tourists marched back to
the bus, loaded with little yellow roses, bun-
dles of booklets and a mild air of bewilder-
ment, They had just been hit by Hurricane
Ed, and this can be an overwhelming ex-
perience. He had kissed bables, posed for
snapshots beside his elm tree (“Miz Eleanor
Roosevelt planted that”) and extracted sin-
cere, puzzled promises from a bunch of Indo-
nesian students that they would visit his
home in San Augustine. Other passengers
had been treated to a series of jokes (“So
President Lincoln said, 'If you-all think Gen-
eral Grant's drinking too much, I just wish
you'd find out what brand he's drinking
. . . he's the only one we got who's win-
ning’"), and still others now possessed
recipes for mixing drinks from bourbon, a
potion not easily available in Australlia.

The next stop on the bus tour was at the
Japanese Embassy, and the disembarking
tourists were disappointed to find that no-
body was waiting at the front door to
greet them. “Where the heck’s the Ambas-
sador?” asked several passengers of a butler
who had obviously been told to keep an eye
on the sllverware and the ashtrays, but
the butler remained silent and inscrutable.
Nor were the tourists howdied at the Brit-
ish, the Prench and the German Embassies.
At the Boviet mission’s building, the bus did
not even stop.

The bus jaunt around Canberra's embas-
sles that day in 1965 had been organized to
ralse money for the Red Cross, and it was
quite successful. But it did not endear Ed
Clark, the newly appointed United States
Ambassador, to all members of the resident
diplomatic corps. What was the man frying
to do, some of them asked, turn the place
into some kind of falrground stall? Did
he think he was running for office? Today
Clark grins proudly as he recalls that the
man who was then Prime Minister of Aus-
tralia, Sir Robert Menzies, took him gently
aside and told him: “You keep that stuff
up, Ed, and they'll throw you out of the
ambassadors’ union."”

In fact, Ed Clark has kept up the practice
of meeting tourist coaches; he is, of course,
the only ambassador in Canberra to do so.
He shook hands with nearly 2,000 on that
first strenuous, memorable Red Cross day,
and his personal howdy-total (after two
years in the job) is something over 14,000.
So far, nobody has tried to throw him out
of the ambassadors’' union; indeed, most of
his fellow diplomats have come to regard him
with deep affection—although he is still apt
to make the more pukka of them wince when
he calls a greeting like “Howya, Charlie, y'ole
hossfly,” at a cocktail party.

Clark, at 61, is one of the United States
Forelgn Service's most unusual exports, and
he is undoubtedly the leading character in
the Australian national capital. Canberra
(pop. 100,000) is a beautifully laid-out,
rather staid city, which possesses a well-de-
fined Establishment whose members come
from the Australian National University, the
diplomatic corps, the civil service and the
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Houses of Parliament. The pattern of living
inside this Establishment is quite formal;
with the bulky exception of Ed Clark, it has
included only two really colorful ambassa-
dorial characters in recent years. One was a
Malaysian who disappeared mysteriously last
year for nine days after striking up a
friendship with a King's Cross (Sydney)
stripper; the other was an Indonesian who
insisted on performing somersaults in his
garden each morning, clad only in a sarong.
Both have now returned to their homelands,
leaving Clark undisputed as the most re-
freshing personality in the rather pompous
protocol-conscious diplomatic round.

Clark is a large, 200-pound extrovert who
rambles at formal functions through an ap-
parently endless supply of folksy, cracker-
barrel, Texas-flavored stories. He has been
branded a clown by some critics, and “Mister
Ed"” (after TV's talking horse) by others. He
has certainly talked a lot, often in Texan
superlatives, and he has a formidable repu-
tation as a backslapper; he has dropped a
few diplomatic clangers, is reputed to own
the loudest (and thus least diplomatic)
whisper in Canberra, and has shown an al-
most pathological determination to view the
world through yellow-rose-colored glasses.
His obsession with that Texas bloom asserts
itself in many ways; at a conservative esti-
mate, he has handed out some 50,000 of
them; he rarely is without one in his button-
hole; there is, in fact, a rumor that he wears
a yellow rose in his dressing gown lapel. He
has 850 yellow rose bushes in his 10-acre
gardens at the embassy, and when these are
out of season he goes to extraordinary lengths
to keep up the supply—he has even had them
flown, packed in ice, from Texas.

This past Aug. 26 he sponsored Australia’s
first Texas race meeting in Canberra. Events
included the election of a Yellow Rose
Maiden, the Lone Star Flying Handlcap, the
Texas Handicap, the San Augustine Im-
provers’ Race and the Austin Progressive
Handicap. The Ambassador and his Chinese
butler Huong dispensed bourbon and yellow
roses to special guests under a flagpole from
which fluttered the flag of the Lone Star
State. The winning jockey in the Texas
Handicap received a decanter full of bour-
bon and the lucky horse a garland of 300
yellow roses flown specially from Texas. Some
of them, it ate.

It would be wrong to describe Clark as
a discrete conversationalist at cocktail
parties. He has been heard to say of one
nationality, “They're not like Austra-
lians . . . they put their hand out to you,
but it's not for shaking.” And again,
“Y'know, if you were on fire, those guys
wouldn't even bother to extinguish you.”
(In truth, he expressed this sentiment a
little more bawdily.) He prefaces many re-
marks with *“Shoot, man,” says “you-all,”
refers to himself as “Ah" and shortens the
word “mister” to “mist’ " or “mizzuh.”

In a quiet way, he has managed to match
his wardrobe admirably to his personality
and his vocabulary. Not long ago he aston-
ished natives in a New Guinea marketplace
by arriving in a Stetson—and when he ad-
justs his bowler at a jaunty angle, low over
one eye, he immediately takes on the look
of an aging but enthusiastic vaudeville
comic. He is not a wild dresser; but in striped
pants, cutaway, silk topper and other for-
mal gear, he always gives a mischievous,
Groucho Marx impression of someone who
has been playing at dressing up.

All of these things would seem to make
Ed Clark rather unlikely ambassadorial
material—and there iz no doubt, frankly,
that he is. He has been the target of a good
deal of unsympathetic criticism. It is sig-
nificant, though, that most of the criticism
occurred soon after the Ambassador's ar-
rival, when the general impression was that
this was a nolsy, over-jovial extrovert who

. had blundered, by reason of a close friend-
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ship with President Johnson, into diplomacy.
Some of his most vehement early critics are
now quite fervent admirers.

The most blistering early attack came
from Douglas Brass, editorial director of
Australla’s only national newspaper, The
Australian, and a columnist for that paper.
A month after Clark presented his creden-
tials in Canberra, Brass wrote: “He obvi-
ously has a heart of gold, but there's no dis-
gulsing that the new American Ambassador
to Australia is something of a disappoint-
ment. The general impression in the capital
is that if Mr. Edward Clark has any talents
to match the significance of his post, he
does his genlal best to conceal them. It is
grossly undiplomatic to say these things—
but diplomacy is no more my business than
Mr. Clark's; and I think it tragic that the
United States Administration should have
s0 little regard for us as to send a folksy
gladhander to Canberra at a time of mutual
delicacy, in war, investment and trade. . . .”

Exactly six months later, Douglas Brass
wrote about Ed Clark again. He recalled his
charges that the Ambassador was a folksy
gladhander with no talents for what should
be an important job, and then he went on:
“I eat my words now. Mr, Clark, though he
still loves to clown in public, has endeared
himself to Canberra as a very shrewd oper-
ator and genuine friend of this country. I
can do no more than acknowledge it, and
nobody has asked me to do 1t."

In the past couple of years, many revised
their first unflattering opinions of Ed Clark,
and it is no exaggeration to say that he is
now regarded as the most successful Am-
bassador the United States has ever sent to
Australia. The Premier of the state of Vie-
toria, Sir Henry Bolte, says candidly: “No
other American representative has attempted
to learn about the country and know the peo-
ple the way Ed Clark has. Never before has
the U.S. been so well represented—and with
our alliance in Vietnam, our closer trade
ties and the growing U.S. investment in Aus-
tralia, that representation has to be good.”

How has Clark, the clown in the Stetson,
done 1t? By displaying a massive appetite for
work and a determination to see every one nf
Australia’s 3-million square miles, by being
totally sincere, by being closer to his head of
state than any ambassador in the country.
He has surrendered none of his flamboyance,
and his extravagant behavior still causes a
few shudders among the professional dip-
lomats; but his overall performance has been
80 impressive that a member of his stafl was
recently moved to remark, “If this guy's not a
professional, I just hope he never loses his
amateur status.”

It is hard, of course, to estimate the qual-
ity of an ambassador's work. His basic jobs
are to feed information back to his govern-
ment and to build good will between the two
countries concerned. While there is no re-
liable gauge available to assess the quality
of Clark’s reports, it is known that last year,
when President Johnson asked his ambassa-
dors to poll the governments to which they
were assigned on whether the U.S. should
bomb Hanol and mine the North Vietnamese
port of Haiphong, Clark’s reply was reported
to be on the President’s desk 10 days before
the next reply was received.

In the field of goodwill, there is no doubt
that the man has been immeasurably suc-
cessful. Along with all the homilies, the
platitudes and the Texas hokum that he dis-
penses comes a great deal of genuine
warmth—and Australians, who normally dis-
trust wordiness, have reacted well to him.
They know that he has become a potent
salesman in America for Australian trade,
travel and investment.

“I asked the President just before I came
out here what I was supposed to do,” says
Clark. “The President, he says, ‘I want you to
spread yourself around, Ed. Don't get stuck
in no martini belt. Don't confine yourself to
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the striped-pants circuit. I want you to go
out and meet these people. And I want you
to tell us everything about Australia . . .
what they're thinking, what they're doing,
how stable they are, how friendly they are." "

That Clark has followed the President's ad-
vice there can be little doubt. He may indeed
have followed it too well, from the Aus-
tralian point of view, Washirgton columnist
Leslie Carpenter, whose wife Liz is press sec-
retary to Mrs., Johnson, recently speculated
that Clark may soon be named a White House
“troubleshooter”—the latest in a spate of
epeculations that he will shortly be moving
on, now that he has served a two-year stint
in Canberra.

But Clark professes to be astonished by
the report. He will be in Washington this
week, but the visit, he says, “was my idea,
not theirs, I have a number of matters to
discuss with the Departments of State, De-
fense, Interior and Agriculture on matters
concerning Australia—but I'm not looking for
any trouble to shoot. If the President has
any plans for me, I just don't know about
them.” He adds that he intends to be back
in Australia in time for the Melbourne Cup,
the nation's most famous horse race, which
will be held Nov. 2. “I've picked the last two
winners,” he remarks, “and I intend to keep
picking 'em.”

An example of Clark’s thoroughness in fol-
lowing the President's counsel has been his
unprecedented record in going out and meet-
ing the people. He has really “spread himself
around.” He flew 154,000 miles in 1966 and
has flown another 110,000 miles this year—
crisscrossing every Australlan state, visiting
as far north as New Guinea and as far south
as Australia’s Antarctic base. He has talked
all the way, averaging a formal speech ey-
ery five days, working a circuit that embraces
churches, schools, Rotary and Lions clubs
and all sorts of professional and trade or-
ganizations; his aldes say that he has made
far more speeches than any ambassador, from
any country, in the capital.

More important Americans have visited
Australla during Clark’s term of office than
ever before; mostly they are personal friends,
and they seem to respect his judgment en-
tirely. He is credited by many Canberra ob-
servers with having been responsible for the
visit last year by President Johnson—the
first to Australia by any American President-
in-office. He has worked hard to promote
American investment in Australia.

Clark is known to have intervened on Aus-
tralia’s behalf when U.S. Government au-
thorities were discussing capital outfiow re-
straints and possible restrictions on Ameri-
can investments overseas; several U.S. cor-
porations were being questioned about pro-
grams involving the investment in Australia
of sums of between $15-million and $250-
million. "That’s when I got into the act,”
Clark confesses. “The authorities who were
doing the questioning backed off . . . maybe
Just to get rid of me.” He induced a 14-man
Texas business delegation (most of them
wearing cowboy hats) to tour Australla in
July, and recently persuaded leaders of two
New York banks and representatives of the
oll, steel and aluminum industries to offer
to put up the money for the establishment
of what may be Australia’s first post-grad-
uate school of business administration. He
has worked hard this year at getting the
U.S. Armed Forces to buy supplies for Ameri-
can troops in Vietnam and the Pacific in
Australia.

Undoubtedly, Clark's great advantage over
all other ambassadors in Canberra is his
ability to communicate immediately without
recourse to formal displomatic channels, with
his President. He has done this quite often.
One such instance came before Vice Presl-
dent Humphrey visited Australia and Asia
last year; when his itinerary arrived from the
State Department, it showed that Humphrey
‘was due to have a half-day in Canberra, then
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two days in Manila, two in Bangkok and
longer periods in other Asian capitals. Other
ambassadors would have had no option but
to accept the itinerary, even though the
shortness of the Australian stay might have
been construed as a small snub to the Aus-
tralian Prime Minister; Clark was counseled
by his own professionals not to take any
official action.

According to Canberra newsmen, Clark ig-
nored the advice. He telephoned the Presi-
dent and told him, “It's not good enough,
Mr. President. You can’t wipe these people
off like that . . . it's an insult! If half a day
is the best you can do, I suggest the Vice
President doesn't call here at all.” The itin-
erary was changed, and Humphrey stayed in
Canherra for two days. The Australian Prime
Minister, Harold Holt, who had been in office
only a short time, was extremely grateful to
Clark.

Ed Clark’s direct route to the President has
been the cause of some embarrassment. One
veteran Canberra newspaperman met the
Ambassador recently in a crowded lounge at
the city’s airport. “Waal, fancy meetin’ you,”
Clark called. Then Clark lowered his voice
to a gentle roar: “Y'know, I was talkin'
'smornin’ to the President, and . . ."” Sud-
denly the lounge was hushed; 500 people
craned forward to hear what the President
of the United BStates had been thinking.
“Whatever it was, it was pretty insignificant,”
says the reporter. “But when Mister Ed de-
cides to drop a name, he does it from a great
helght.”

The Mister Ed label was first applied ma-
liclously, but now it 1s used with total af-
fection. SBometimes it appears in newspaper
headlines, and reporters who attend confer-
ences at the American Embassy have chris-
tened the cocktail he serves them—an old-
fashioned with a burbon base—'Mister Ed’s
drink.” His relationship with local newspa-
permen has been particularly affectionate
ever since he played host at a press confer-
ence for Pierre Salinger, the late President
Kennedy's press secretary. After the formal
questioning had ended, Clark said to Sal-
inger, who is an excellent planist: *“Hey,
Pierre, what about you play a few tunes for
the boys?” Salinger obliged, and somehow
the affair developed into a singsong, with
newspapermen, Clark and embassy aldes
grouped around the piano singing tunes like
“Chicago"” and “Give My Regards to Broad-
way."

Clark’s nature is so aggressively jolly and
his desire to be loved so obvious that it
would be easy to underrate the man. But
even while he's telling Texas jokes, indulg-
ing in Texas reminiscences and generally be-
having like & Texas carlcature, the eyes be-
hind his rimless glasses are operating inde-
pendently. They are cool, level, calculating—
the eyes of a very shrewd man. Just how
shrewd might be gauged from the fact that
he has built up, from a stake of $150 in 1932,
a personal fortune in the region of $10-mil-
lion. When he left Texas for Australia, he was
chairman of the Capital National Bank and
a board member of Texas Southern Univer-
gity; his law firm of Clark, Thomas, Harris,
Denius and Winters has handled the affairs
of the Lyndon Johnson family for many
years. He has been active In Democratic
party politics since the early thirties, and
has been an active supporter of L.B.J. since
the pair met in 1934, In 1937 Johnson stood
for Congress, and his campaign was handled
by Clark; then, in 1949, Johnson was elected
to the Senate in a close and disputed
contest.

In the legal wrangle which followed—
there were charges of vote rigging and claims
that Johnson had no right to stand for Sen-
ate office while he was still a Congressman—
Clark acted as Johnson’s senior legal coun-
sel. “A lot of people think Ed owes a great
deal, including this job, to L.B.J." says one
friend of the Clark family. “In fact, the truth
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is probably the opposite. Lyndon owes more
to Clark than he could ever pay back.” What-
ever the case, there can be no doubt that the
two men are very close; President Johnson
is godfather to one of Clark’s four grand-
children—three girls and a boy, all children
of his daughter, Leila. (Clark is fiercely proud
of the fact that these grandchildren are
sixth-generation Texans: “My family arrived
in 1842, when Texas was still a republic.”)

In mid-1965, Australia had been without
a United States Ambassador for exactly a
year; the job was being held down very well
by a charge d'affaires, but there were many
Australians who regarded the absence of an
ambassador as a considerable slight. Sir Rob-
ert Menzies, who was then Australia’s Prime
Minister, visited Washington.

“Sir Robert knew how to talk tough,” says
Clark. “He went to Washington and told
President Johnson that Australia had walted
long enough for an ambassador, The two
countries had a lot of ties, and the Prime
Minister made it obvious that he was getting
ready to be offended. To be fair, the Presi-
dent had had a lot of things on his mind,
and he simply hadn't gotten around to plck-
ing the right man.

“* *All right,’ says the President, “‘What kind
of man you got in mind?’

“‘I want you to appoint a close friend,
says Menzies. ‘Someone you've got confidence
in . . . somebody who can ring you on the
telephone and get straight through to you.'

“'How would you feel about a Texan?' the
President asks, and the Prime Minister says,
‘I think that would be great ... as long as
he’s a Texan who knows you very well.

“ "Mist’ Prime Minister,' says the President,
‘I think I got your man.'*

On that summer day in 1965, Ed Clark and
his wife Anne were driving from Washington
to Austin, Tex, They arrived home to find a
message asking Clark to ring the President
Immediately. “Ed,” sald the President, “I
want you to come right back here and bring
Anne with you.”

“What’s it for?” asked Clark. The Presi-
dent answered, “I can’t tell you, Ed, but it's
pretty important.” That night Johnson in-
troduced the Clarks to Mengzies, and told
him, “I think I've got your ambassador,”

“We stayed at the White House that night
and talked a lot more about the job at break-
fast next morning,” Clark recalls. “Then my
wife and I went upstairs to talk it over. That
Sir Robert was a very eloquent, persuasive
man, but I had a lot of reservations. I kept
telling my wife I was as busy as a bee with
the law practice and the bank. I told her I
felt I ought to keep working, and I sald
something about saving for a rainy day, ‘As
far as you're concerned, Ed Clark,’ she said,
‘It's ralning right now. If you don’t take this,
you’ll just keep on doing what you've been
doing for the past 40 years." I told her we'd
better get on down, because we'd kept those
two important men waiting a long time.”

The couple went downstairs and had a cup
of coffee; and suddenly Ed Clark, native son
of Texas, banker, attorney, hamburger con-
noisseur and amateur breeder of bulls, was
Ambassador-designate to Australia, “It all
happened faster than a bull’s blink,” he says.

Recently, shambling amiably around his
dining room, living room, “Texas Room” and
garden, pausing often to point out the attrac-
tions (Steuben glass penguins, paintings, a
husky-sled harness he brought back from
the Antarctic, tennis courts—"Charlton Hes-
ton played there"—and a Texas pecan tree),
Clark admitted frankly that he had been very
nervous when he arrived in Australia. Inter-
viewing the man is like standing under a
waterfall: the torrent of words cascades all
around, and it is utterly impossible to divert
the flow. But when he talks about himself,
Clark’s honesty can be quite touching.

“I knew all the guys at the embassy here
were professionals, and I was a rank ama-
teur,” he sald. “I knew they'd look upon me
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as a political appointee, and I felt they would
resent me. Yet I needed them so much. I
didn't know a thing about diplomacy—I had
no reason to. I didn’t even know anyone in
the Foreign Service. I knew it was impor-
tant to have good manners, to be kind and
considerate to people, but I didn't know
when I was supposed to wear a cutaway or a
silk hat. If I was due to call at some formal
function, say an embassy party, I didn't know
how long I was supposed to stay or who I
was supposed to talk to or what I was sup-
posed to talk about. I didn’t know the rules
of the game, and if they had wanted to make
me loock a fool, those professionals at the
embassy could easily have done that. They
turned out to be wonderfully loyal and co-
operative, and they advised me well.”

The loyalty has worked both ways. Ed
Clark has 112 people on his embassy staff,
and he has made some sort of history by
entertaining all of them at barbecues and
small lunch and dinner parties, He discusses
every speech he makes and conference he at-
tends with senior counselors, and is usually
guided by their advice.

Mrs, Clark is a small, gray-blond woman
whose gentle, rather shy and wry manner
makes her an ideal foil for the gregarious
Ambassador. She pretends to disapprove of
Clark's almost belligerently friendly invi-
tatlons—In back-country towns like Wagga
Wagga and Coonabarabran he has been
known to announce, “If you folks ever find
yourselves in Canberra suffering from frost-
bite or snake-bite, just call in on Miz Clark
and me for our bourbon cure.” She chides
him often about “talking too big,” and tells
him to remember that he is a forelgner in
Australia. But they have been married for
39 years; she 1s intensely devoted and proud.

Mrs. Clark's gardening, church (they are
Episcopalians) and mneedlework activities,
plus a very catholic taste in books and maga-
zines, glve her a breadth of interests out-
slde the embassy; Ed Clark has very few. A
nongardener and nongolfer, he spends just
about all his waking time in some form of
embassy work, though he does keep in close
touch with his Texas banking and legal in-
terests, even to the point of staylng abreast
of all staff salary adjustments. Both send
frequent tape recordings to their daughter
and her family in Greenville, Mo.; they often
show home movies (most of which happen
to be about Texas) and entertain at barbe-
cues which range from the Intimate to the
congested. One of the latter type was thrown
on a cattle ranch owned by a friend during
the Johnson visit; it was attended by 400
guests and a group of friendly kangaroos,

A couple of weeks ago, on a visit to Sydney
to address the Institute of Engineers, Clark
heard there were two American destroyers in
town, fresh from Vietnam. He visited the
ships, shook hands with everyone on board
and asked his perennial question: “Anyone
here from Texzas?" There is always somebody
there from Texas. This month Americans

in Vietnam will begin taking short
furloughs in Australia, and Ed Clark will be
waiting to meet each planeload, watching
speclally for the inevitable Texan.

“People say to me ‘You're not the Ambas-
sador for the United States; you're the Am-
bassador for T , " says Clark. “I say,
‘That reminds me of the guy who threw a
rock at a cat and hit his mother-in-law. It
aln’t so bad after all.'”

How much longer Ed Clark will remain the
Ambassador for the United States (and for
Texas) 1is, as indicated, open to some doubt,
“Just before I came out,” he said recently,
"I asked Senator Fulbright how long an am-
bassador usually stayed, and he sald a man
usually had the job during the pleasure of
the President. Other people have said that
about two years is the normal term.” Clark's
two years were up on Aug, 15; it 1s known
that the State Department has offered him
three other ambassadorships, but so far he
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has chosen to remain in Canberra. *I
wouldn't take another diplomatic job just
for the honor of it,” he said, but if the Presi-
dent told me that I might lighten his burden
in some small way by accepting an appoint-
ment, I'd take it.”

At this point his large face quarried itself
into a broad grin. “I used to say that I
didn't want to go any place where there was
a language barrier,” he said. “But my wife,
a little unkindley, said, ‘Let’s face it, honey,
wherever you go with that Southern accent,
you gonna wind up with a language bar-
rier’"” He dug his audience In the ribs,
chuckled at some length and saild good-by.
Ed Clark is a trouper, and like all good troup-
ers, he likes to leave 'em laughing.

FOREST SERVICE TIMBER SALES

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 21, Secretary of Agriculture Free-
man, in response to a letter I sent him
on August 2, submitted to me a résumé of
actions underway by the Forest Service
in the Pacific Northwest which relate to
timber supplies.

I ask unanimous consent that my letter
to Secretary Freeman and his response
be printed in the Recorp so that they will
be generally available to all who are con-
cerned with this vital subject.

Secretary Freeman has outlined four
specific areas of activities where efforts
are being made to deal with the critical
log supply situation in the Pacific North-
west.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Avcust 2, 1967.
Hon. ORVILLE FREEMAN,
Secretary of Agricuiture,
Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SEcReTARY: Enclosed is a photo-
static copy of a letter addressed to me by an
Oregon constituent, Mrs. Anna Bevans of
the Northside Lumber Company, Philomath,
Oregon. Also enclosed is a newspaper article
which appeared in the July 13 issue of the
Newport, Oregon, News Times announcing the
signing of a contract for the purchase of logs
to be shipped to Japan through facilities to
be established at Yaquina Bay.

As you will note, Mrs. Bevans, a partner
in a small business log and lumber operation,
expressed deep concern owver the fact that
Japanese bids to be placed on logs within
shipping distance of Yaguina Bay will be so
excessive as to prohibit small lumber opera-
tions such as the Northside Lumber Company
from bidding successfully. Mrs, Bevans makes
special reference to the arrangements where-
by the representatives of the Japanese firms
who will bid on this timber will work on a
cost plus basis. My constituent feels that a
cost plus bid arrangement may possibly be
prohibited on sales of Federal timber. I
have not heard of such a provision, but 1
will appreciate information as to whether
such practices are prohibited by the Govern-
ment.

Any information you may be able to supply
concerning the subjects discussed in Mrs.
Bevans' letter would be appreciated.

For your information, I have suggested
that Mrs. Bevans give consideration to filing
a request with the Forest Service and the
Small Business Administration for small
business timber set aside sales in appropri-
ate cases. I have made this suggestion with
some reservations, however, because of the
fact that the record concerning small busi-
ness set asides in timber sales in Oregon is
not at all impressive as compared with sales
of this type in Washington, California and
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many of the Southern states. If you have any
comments concerning the willingness and
desire of the Forest Service Regional Office
to entertain applications for small business
timber set asides In the area in which the
Bevans' firm would be bidding, such infor-
mation would be most helpful to me for
future guidance.

Finally, Mrs. Bevans inquires concerning
the possibility that restrictions be placed by
the Forest Service on log exports from Oregon
and Washington in the same fashion that
exports are excluded in Alaska. Upon the
basis of the hearings that were conducted
a few years ago on the proposal to establish
the states of Oregon and Washington as a
marketing area in which log exports would
be restricted or limited, I cannot offer Mrs.
Bevans much encouragement in answer to
this specific inquiry.

However, the subject of log exports from
Alaska raises this question in my mind:
Would it now be appropriate for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to give serious consid-
eration to lifting the present restrictions on
log exports from Alaska in relation to For-
est Service lands? If no limits were placed on
log exports from Forest Service lands in
Oregon and Washington, why should not the
same rule be made applicable to Alaska?
Your comments on this matter will be ap-
preciated.

I continue to receive communications and
representations stressing the adverse effects
log exports are now having and are likely to
have on the timber industry.

This is a matter I have raised before with
you, in the last five years I think the Forest
Service has responded by efforts to improve
its timber management and sale operations.
However, many in the industry continue to
complain to me that agencies of the Fed-
eral government have mot met the issue
adequately.

The purpose of this letter is to acquaint
you with a recent action I have taken, and
to suggest specific actions for your prompt
consideration.

Enclosed is a copy of my July 22 letter
to Secretary of Commerce Trowbridge. It
asks for a mill survey of the log export busi-
ness so that the government and the industry
generally can understand the causes and the
effects of the actions of those who are pro-
ducers and exporters.

The Forest Service, in a letter of July 24,
points out that revisions of Federal agency
allowable cut procedures should await com-
pletion of the Douglas fir supply study.

However, these are basic problems and the
log export situation is at least an expression
of the overall problem, namely, the lessen-
ing availability of timber for the domestic
Paclfic Northwest industry, and especially
that segment dependent upon public timber.

The guarterly data I receive on exports do
not place particular emphasis on the fact
that log exports are predominantly timbet
other than Douglas fir. This tree, as I under-
stand it, is the short domestic supply species.
Is this a correct impression? If this impres-
slon is correct, I would like to have your
views on the steps that might be taken to
place the situation In a proper focus.

Also, is or is not the volume of Douglas fir
going into export significant on both a
regional or more localized basis? If the
export volume of Douglas fir is significant,
then the question of exports regulation de-
vices becomes pertinent.

If exports are mot significant, but the
supply is short, then the question is what
specific steps are reasonable, feasible and
proper to increase the yield on a sound basis
from public and private timber lands?

In my view the broader issues—those of
timber demand and supply and sources of
supply and their relatlon to the nature of
the industrial production demand—are the
compelling ones.

If the supply can be increased through
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sound forest methods, now is the time to
outline the potential and the actions needed.

I have opposed the use of political pressure
to r--olve the allowable cut issue. I shall con-
tinue to do so. However, if there are steps that
should be taken in such matters as forest
planting, reforestation, waste reduction in
the forest and at the mill, tree breeding,
aerial logging and other similar steps which
increase timber availability to fill a genuine
need, I think now is the time to act.

I would like a full report on the points I
have raised, along with the estimates of
funds and manpower that could be effectively
used in this and the next fiscal year plus a
statement on the immediate and long range
benefits to be derived from programs of the
types just mentioned.

Sincerely yours,
WAYNE MORSE,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., September 21, 1967.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
U.S. Senate

DEAR SENATOR Morse: Your letter of August
2, 1967, about log exports and related Na-
tional Forest timber management considera-
tions has added stimulus to reviews of sev-
eral aspects of Forest Service management
and planning. We think it will be helpful
if we reply to your letter insofar as we can
at this time and to organize our response
along lines of four broad subjects we discern
in your letter.

1. Set-aside sales.

We are initiating a new review procedure
about the ability of small firms in Wash-
ington and Oregon to obtain a fair share of
National Forest timber sales, Henceforth this
will be done routinely as a part of formu-
lating each year's timber sale program on
each National Forest. We plan to start now,
by reviewing the remainder of this fiscal
year's sale program. Where we can establish
a clear need, appropriately selected sales will
be offered as set asides. In the process, we
will, of course, give consideration to any set-
aslde applications received. Whether this pro-
cedure will always provide open and shut
answers on the need for and propriety of set
asides, or whether the number of such sales
will be increased in some areas, remains to
be seen. We do think the plan will provide
& systematic approach,

While set asldes may be helpful to some
small firms which are strongly dependent on
the National Forests, there is much question
whether set asides are a suitable answer to
export problems, including the aspect of high
stumpage prices. As you know, a substantial
part of the logs exported now originate on
private lands. Restraints imposed on the use
of logs cut from public lands would probably
further stimulate these shipments. This, in
turn, could result in a new source of ag-
gressive bidding on National Forest timber
sales as firms attempt to replace the exported
logs cut from private lands.

The planned evaluation of the success of
gmall firms in obtaining National Forest tim-
ber sales will reflect consequences of com-
petition stemming from both export and do-
mestic buying forces. We doubt if it is feasi-
ble to separately evaluate these forces and,
in effect, offer some set asides for possible
anti-export benefits and others to meet im-
pacts of domestic, intra-industry competi-
tion. Over the past three years, some 40-50
percent of the sales tributary to Puget Sound
in Washington State have been made set
asides because the exports there have had
an impact on the abllity of small firms to get
a falr share of the logs. We should not ex-
tend this policy to other areas without hav-
ing a basis to appraise its value. We are
initiating a review of this program.

2. General log exzport situation and the
Alaska situation.

The statement is made by your correspond-
ent that representatives of Japanese firms
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bid on National Forest timber offerings and
are relmbursed on a cost-plus basis. The
question is then asked: Is a cost-plus bid ar-
rangement prohibited in sales of Federal
timber?

We are required to award sales of National
Forest timber to the highest qualified bidder.
There s no legal basis for denying anyone
an opportunity to bid simply because of the
source of his financing.

Export of logs from Alaska is more com-
plex. Regulations under the Act of June 4,
1897, comprise the authority for the policy
being followed on National Forests in Alaska.
The specific requirement that logs harvested
from the National Forests in Alaska receive
primary manufacture within the State was
established by Secretary W. M. Jardine in
1928, and this requirement, is still in effect.
The reason given by the Secretary for this
requirement, which in effect restricts the
exporting of logs from Alaska, was to protect
the development of the Territory's pioneer
economy. The primary manufacture require-
ment is belng maintained because Alaska is
still in a stage of pioneer development where
it needs large-scale expansion of forest prod-
ucts industries to develop the local economy
and to provide the type of facllities essential
for acceptable utilization of National Forest
timber,

The authority for requiring the processing
of National Forest timber in a stated area
would be much the same elsewhere as in
Alaska provided that similar administrative
determinations could be made.

For this calendar year, it is expected that
as much as 200 million board feet of cants
and squares will be manufactured in Alaska
for export to Japan where they are further
remanufactured. Plans are under way to
further increase this production of sawn ma-
terial. The Japanese market has indicated
willingness to accept large volumes of squares
and cants from Alaska. This production plays
an important part in meeting total Japanese
lumber requirements, and we cannot see how
anything can be galned by authorizing such
material to be exported as logs. Consequently,
we see no reason at this time to modify the
primary manufacture policy in Alaska.

3. Export of Douglas-fir species.

In response to your inguiry regarding the
export of Douglas-fir, we have reviewed our
information on species distribution of log
exports. In 1966, Douglas-fir log exports from
western Washi and western Oregon
amounted to 128 million board feet. This
represented about 11.5 percent of total log
exports. Other softwood specles, primarily
western hemlock and true firs, accounted for
the remaining 88.5 percent.

The cut of Douglas-fir logs in western
Washington and western Oregon in 1966 is
estimated at 7.6 billion board feet, or about
60 percent of the total cut of all species.
Although Douglas-fir exports accounted for
only 1.7 percent of the total cut of Douglas-
fir that year, it is probable the exports have
added in an important way to the competi-
tion for Douglas-fir stumpage and logs In
local areas in western Washington. This is
especially so in heavy exporting areas around
Grays Harbor and Puget Sound ports. The
volume of Douglas-fir exports for 1967 is
running about 50 percent ahead of last year.

Exports of Douglas-fir logs from the Oregon
Customs District in 1966 were 48 million
board feet—less than one percent of the
production of Douglas-fir logs In western
Oregon, Most of the competition for Douglas-
fir logs in this area, and it is intense in many
places, is among domestic mills, This
competition reflects an economic scarcity of
Douglas-fir timber.

We are consldering expanding our research
program on log exports at the Pacific North-
west Forest and Range Experiment Station
s0 that we can better understand the eco-
nomic effects of exports.
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4, Increase in timber supply.

We agree with you that the basically com-
pelling issues are, as you put it, those of
timber demand and supply and sources of
supply and their relation to the nature of
the industrial production demand. In gen-
eral, the demand-supply outlook is tight, and
exports make it tighter. Considering all own-
erships, the annual supply of timber avail-
able to industry in western Washington and
western Oregon is now expected to increase
by about 10 percent by 1985. This expansion
is far below expected increases in domestic
demands in the Pacific Northwest. National-
ly, projections indicate supplies of timber
will fall below demands by around 1980,

In the National Forests in western Wash-
ington and western Oregon, timber is being
harvested at rates equivalent to their al-
lowable cuts, plus substantial and increas-
ing volumes obtained annually from thin-
nings of young stands and salvage cuttings.

We are constantly revising and updating
inventories, management plans, and allow-
able cuts for individual working circles. We
have an intensive study under way to con-
sider management alternatives and costs. We
do mot propose considering any general
changes in rotation lengths or other factors
affecting allowable cut until we have had
full opportunity to study the results of the
Douglas-fir Supply Study. We are anxious
to achieve the highest level of sustained yield
that is technically supportable.

We are continuously conseious, in our
budget presentations, of the need to increase
available supplies of stumpage. Where such
can be shown to be economically practicable
and susceptible to being accomplished by the
manpower and other resources that can be
made avallable to us, we include requests
for funds to accomplish this work. We are
consclous of potentlal opportunities to in-
crease production, such as aerial logging,
fertilization, and other similar steps to in-
crease avallability and production. However,
we do not include these in our project budg-
ets until the procedures have been tested
through controlled studies and research. We
do appreciate your continued interest and
support in these programs as they are pro-
posed.

Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN.

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
ASSISTS A COMMUNITY ENTER-
PRISE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on the District of
Columbia and the Select Committee on
Small Business, I have a continuing in-
terest in District of Columbia small
business and welfare matters.

I invite the attention of Senators to
an Operation Impact loan made last year
by the Washington regional office of
the Small Business Administration,
which draws in other Federal agencies,
State and local programs, and the private
sectors, as well. Community Laundries,
Inc., located at 1125 Pennsylvania Ave-
nue SE., was formed to promulgate the
pattern created by James Thomas Lee,
a laundromat manager in Southeast
Washington, and a club of 30 warm-
hearted men in the community, the
Twangers.

The Twangers recognized in the people
around them, the nature of our American
heritage, and saw a paradox in the fact
that this independent heritage formed
a ghetto mental block; that of being
unable to receive without giving, They
also recognized the back-to-the-wall
stance; that of doing without, rather




October 9, 1967

than asking for help. They listened to
the people in the laundromat and re-
quested their active assistance to effect
their desired community improvements.
Friendship was found in the action gen-
erated and many personal problems were
brought to light and solved.

From his knowledge of the Twangers,
Bruce Terris, a young attorney serving
as a volunteer community organizer, de-
cided that a community center con-
nected to a neighborhood business would
reach people more effectively than tra-
ditional centers. He began the project by
forming two corporations: Community
Action, a nonprofit corporation, to oper-
ate the center and, Community Laun-
dries, Inc., a profitmaking corporation,
to run the laundry. Sara Jane Hardin
agreed to direct Community Action,
Inec., and James T. Lee assisted in es-
tablishing the laundry facilities. The
Philip M. Stern Foundation pledged its
support to get the project started. It was
the first project in Washington that be-
gan at neighborhood level to be approved
by the Metropolitan Citizen’s Advisory
Council and the United Planning Or-
ganization. The Office of Economic Op-
portunity granted Community Action,
Inc., $28,992 in June 1966.

The Small Business Administration
made a $15,000 loan to Community Laun-
dries, Inc., in February 1966. In early
September, the sale of stock began at $2
per share and was limited to 25 shares
per individual with one vote per stock-
holder irrespective of the amount owned.
By the time of the stockholders’ meeting
in December, a total of 260 shares were
owned by 92 people. At the first meet-
ing and every succeeding one, about one-
half of the people present were men and
over two-thirds represented low-income
neighborhood residents. These people
take an active interest in the affairs of
the business and are being strengthened
in business techniques as they formulate
and execute the necessary plans and de~
cisions. The laundry has functioned well
and its Small Business Administration
loan is current.

The business give-and-take action of
Community Laundries, Inc., has suc-
cessfully created an atmosphere of re-
ceptivity for the services of Community
Action, Inc. Eighty homeowners were
reached by the volunteer staff and the
students of the ILegal Aid Society
of Georgetown University Law Center
who Iinformed them that many un-
scrupulous home improvement salesmen
were combing the neighborhood and
cautioned them to screen contracts for
“palloon” notes and other fraudulent
practices. Besides the volunteer attorneys
and law students, 100 volunteers work
for the project in the whole range of wel-
fare problem solving. In a sense, each
customer of Community Laundries, Inc.,
becomes an active wvolunteer in the
work of Community Action, Inc., through
friendship.

Mr. President, Community Laundries,
Inec., clearly reflects the desires of Presi-
dent Johnson’s administration and Con-
gress that all Federal programs be re-
sponsive to the people.

The Small Business Administration,
with Robert C. Moot as its Administra-
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tor, deserves recognition for its part in
carrying out President Johnson's and
Congress’ mandate of providing loan as-
sistance to small businesses that are not
only profit motivated but ones, such as
Community Laundries, Inc.,, that pro-
vide a real community service.

DESPICABLE RACEKET

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I feel the Washington Post has
done the citizens of Washington a real
service in exposing the nauseating man-
ner in which low-income families have
been defrauded and taken advantage of
in the home improvement racket. I agree
that vigorous prosecution is called for,
and that, if it is found that new legisla-
tion is required, it should be enacted. I
ask unanimous consent that the editorial
of October 6 from the Post dealing with
this subject be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp
as follows:

The second-mortgage, home-improvement
racket that has been uncovered here takes
high rank among the most despicable forms
of fraud. Its victims are for the most part
low-income Negroes who have been swindled
because of their ignorance of the law and of
sharp business practices, In many cases the
net effect of the fraud has been to deprive
people, advanced In years, of their homes, the
basic element in their economic security. In
a few cases there are charges of false notari-
zation and forgery, but most of the damage
appears to have resulted from flagrant decep-
tion of gullible people.

Probably the worst aspect of the racket has
been the manner in which the original swin-
dlers escape responsibility for the conse-
quences. As disclosed by Leonard Downie Jr.
and David A. Jewell in this newspaper, low-
income homeowners are canvassed by tele-
phone. High-powered salesmen follow up the
calls that give some promise of being produc-
tive, They sell home improvements, televi-
sion sets and other much-desired items and
secure the signatures of the victims on notes
and deeds on their homes.

Sometimes old debts are consolidated into
the new obligation, but the old debt may be
paid by the smooth operator only in part or
not at all. Frequently the victim discovers
months after the transaction that he has
unknowingly pledged himself to pay far more
than the sums agreed upon. And the demand
for payment comes, not from the firm which
makes the slick deal, but from a finance
company which has bought the paper in-
volved at a discount.

By the time the law catches up with the
racket, if at all, the original operator is thus
out of the deal. Indeed, he is likely to have
moved on to another city to repeat his skin
game. The flrm taking over the note and
mortgage can thus demand payment on the
theory that it is a “holder in due course,”
an innocent beneficiary of the fraud because
it had no part in the tainted deal.

This theory wears patently thin, however,
when any firm or firms consistently take over
tainted contracts at heavy discounts. If they
don't know what they are doing, they ought
to. Both local and Federal authorities have
been painfully slow in moving against the
original perpetrators of this racket and
against its chief beneficiaries in the financial
waorld. In our view a double-barreled attack
is essential. Though the primary responsibil-
ity may fall on the culprits who prey directly
upon the poor, their shrewdly calculated
schemes could not succeed without the aid
of the financiers who pay them off and take
over the actual fleecing of the victims.

28253

This racket calls for far more vigorous pros-
ecution than it has had to date, and if new
legislation should be needed, it should be
promptly forthcoming.

THE TOTAL FAILURE OF U.S. MILI-
TARY INTERVENTION IN SOUTH-
EAST ASIA

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, last
night Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., noted his-
torian, author of “The Vital Centre,”
“The Coming of the New Deal,” and of
“A Thousand Days,” the Pulitzer prize-
winning account of the Kennedy ad-
ministration, delivered a noteworthy ad-
dress before a group assembled in re-
sponse to the call “Negotiation now.”
Arthur Schlesinger has analyzed the
various follies which the United States
has committed and continues to commit
incidental to the overall folly of getting
involved in a land war on the continent
of Asia when no vital interest of the
United States was at stake, and which
moreover President Johnson in his 1964
campaign said he would not do. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of this
speech be printed at the conclusion of
my remarks. I trust that it will have the
widest reading by my colleagues in Con-
gress and by the public.

I would say that the cry of “Negotia-
tion now,” if it is to be interpreted as a
part of the rising tide of opposition to
our military involvement in Southeast
Asia deserves widespread support. But
“Negotiation now” as a program seems
to me to be futile as long as the adminis-
tration persists in reiterating the myth
that we are fichting the aggression of
Hanoi. As long as that is the basis on
which the United States is trying to bomb
North Vietnam into coming to the con-
ference table, that will never happen.
The North Vietnamese know perfectly
well that they are not the aggressors.
They know that it was only after the
United States, in violation of all its treaty
commitments—the United |Nations
Charter, article 1 of the SEATO Treaty,
and the commitment of Under Secretary
of State Walter Bedell Smith that we
would support the Geneva agreements—
and started bombing north and south, it
was only then that the infiltration of
North Vietnam to help their fellow Viet-
namese in the south began.

Actually it is the United States which
is the agegressor. Consequently there is
little prospect for “Negotiation now!”
until the administration confesses its
error or at least ceases to proclaim North
Vietnam as the aggressor, and on that
basis offers to negotiate. Obviously, no
negotiation is possible as long as the ad-
ministration tries to bomb North Viet-
nam into submission and into admission
of a false premise. Also it must offer to
negotiate the National Liberation Front
of Vietcong who are the real adversaries.
The administration has consistently re-
fused to do this because it would discredit
the myth of aggression from Hanoi. Con-
sequently, while I welcome “Negotiation
now !” as evidence of the rising opposition
to our totally unjustified, illegal, uncon-
stitutional and immeoral war, I think it is
an exercise in futility as long as the ad-
ministration persists in its present
policies.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Alaska?

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:

VIETNAM AND THE 1968 ELECTIONS
(By Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.)

Thirty-two months ago, in February 1965,
the American government embarked on a
new course in Vietnam—a course marked,
first, by the bombing of North Vietnam, and,
second, by the commitment of American
combat units to the war in South Vietnam.
These two and two-thirds years have seen
a steady Increase in both efforts—an in-
crease which, in the melancholy jargon of
our age, designed to hold horror at one re-
move and make it schematic and technical,
has won the name ‘escalation’.

Our planes, originally bombing North Viet-
nam under careful rules and limitations, now

' roam across the country, dropping more ex-
plosives than we used to drop on Nazl Ger-
many, striking the major citles, striking
within a few miles of the Chinese border, on
occasion invading Chinese air space itself.
Our ground troops, originally sent to stiffen
and supplement South Vietnamese resist-
ance, have now taken over almost all the
fighting. We have over half a million sol-
diers in Vietnam today—meore than we had
in Eorea at the height of the Korean War;
more than we have had in the field in any
war in our history, except for the Civil War
and the two World Wars.

Since February 19656 the administration
has operated on the assumption that the
steady intensification of military pressure
would end the war and force Hanoi to the
negotiation table—that widening the war
would prove the best way to shorten it. For
most of this perlod, the escalation policy
has commanded the backing of a sizable
majority of the American people. But re-
cent weeks and months have shown a visible
and widespread increase in doubt and dis-
guietude over this policy. The Harris poll
of October 2 reported a sharp decline since
July in support of the war, a sharp increase
in the opposition to the bombing of North
Vietnam, a sharp increase in the number of
Americans who want to get out of South
Vietnam as quickly as possible, a decline in
the number who favor the pursuit of total
military victory. Less than a third now ex-
press confidence in President Johnson’s
handling of the war.

The Democratic Party has long been di-
vided on the Vietnam policy. It is increas-
ingly evident today that the divisions are
equally deep in the Republican Party. More
and more newspapers criticize the bombing
of the North. Here in Washington, the Star,
long a supporter of the war, has proposed a
halt to the bombing. There are even signs
that the Post is entertaining second thoughts
after its long and able defense of escalation.
Buch meager support as escalation has ever
had abroad is ebbing away. In the United
Nations our European allies urge an end
t0o the bombing. On October 1, the London
Sunday Times, an unimpeachably conserva-
tive paper, declared in a lead editorial:

“The time has come for the Americans un-
conditionally, and for an indefinite period,
to stop bombing North Vietnam . .. The ar-
gument for stopping the bombing has be-
come so strong that to withstand it any
longer is going to make it far harder for
the friends and allles of the U.S. to under-
stand and support her case.”

The reasons for both the initial support
and the spreading disenchantment are not
too mysterious. Vietnam has always been a
highly complicated problem. The proper line
of policy was not clear and self-evident. No
one could be sure in February 1965 what
would be the best course for the United

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

States to follow. Given the murkiness of the
situation, the administration, after earnest
and conscientious consideration, made a
choice and settled upon a certain hypothesis.
This hypothesis was based on a number of
premises which, when the escalation policy
began, may have had—for many thoughtful
people, did have—a strong prima facie plaus-
ibility. What has happened in the last 32
months has been the testing of these prem-
ises—the testing under fire.

How do the assumptions behind the esca-
lation policy stand up after this period of
trial? Let us cast a balance on the seven
basic propositions on which this policy has
been based:

1, That escalation would break the will cf
North Vietnam and bring Hanoi to the con-
Jerence table. “The objective of our air cam-
palgn,” said General Taylor two years ago,
‘“4s to change the will of the enemy leader-
ship.” After 32 months what has been the
result? Newspapermen and others who have
visited Hanol are almost unanimous in testi-
fying that the effect of the bombing has
been, not to break, but to harden the will
of North Vietnam. The Secretary of Defense
recently said: “There is no basls to believe
that any bombing campaign, short of one
which had population as its target, would by
itself force Ho Chi Minh's regime into sub-
mission.” To those who say that we just
haven't bombed the North Vietnamese
enough, Mr. McNamara replies:

“As to breaking their will, I have seen
no evidence in any of the many intelligence
reports that would lead me to belleve that a
less selective bombing campaign would
change the resolve of N.V.N.'s leaders or
deprive them of the support of the North
Vietnamese people.”

Moreover, far from bringing the Hanoi
regime to the negotiating chamber, our
bombing of the North is at present the
insuperable obstacle to having any negotia-
tion at all. The Hanol regime has made it
abundantly clear that, so long as the bomb-
ing continues, it will not come near the con-
ference table. In short, experience has plainly
disproved the first premises of the escala-
tion policy.

2. That escalation would reduce the infil-
tration of supplies and men from North to
South Vietnam. Again this proposition had a
certain initial plausibility. But does it stand
up after 32 months of testing? Though our
bombing has certalnly increased the cost of
infiltration, it has at the same time increased
the gquantity of men and the quality of arms
infiltrated. The reason for this is that our
escalation has invariably stimulated counter-
escalation on the part of our enemy.

The administration has always assumed
that, while we escalate, the other side would
sit still; and that we would therefore im-
prove our relative position. This has been the
reasoning behind every step of escalation. It
has always proved wrong. The other side,
instead of obliging us and sitting still, has
escalated too. Far from achleving a clear
margin of superiority, all we have done is to
make the stalemate more bloody and explo-
sive.

Thus, in March 1965, after the bombing
had started, the Hanol regime, according to
our own Department of Defense, had only
400 regular troops in South Vietnam. Today
it has 50,000, In March 1966 our adversaries
in South Vietnam were fighting with small
arms and mortars. In the months since, with
each new escalation on our part, their
weaponry has grown more sophisticated and
effective. As for stopping infiltration, Secre-
tary McNamara has pointed out that “the
quantity of externally supplied material,
other than food, required to support the VC-
NVN forces in South Vietnam at about their
current level of combat activity is very, very
small—significantly under 100 tons a day—a
quantity that could be transported by only
a few trucks.” Nor does he see any reason
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to suppose that even wider bombing could
miraculously achieve what the present very
wide bombing has failed to achieve. “No im-
provements and refinements,” Mr. McNamara
has told us, “‘can be-expected to accomplish
much more than to continue to put a high
price tag on NVN's continued aggression.”
So, too, the second proposition falls by the
wayside.

3. That escalation would lessen American
casualties in the war. This is the argument
for the ever wider bombing of North Viet-
nam which has had the greatest influence
with the American people. On occasion, this
argument has even taken the contemptible
form of suggesting that those who oppose
the widening of the war are responsible for
the deaths of young Americans, If this is
the level on which our leaders desire to con-
duct the debate, they should consult their
own statistics.

These statistics show that more than half
the Americans killed in the whole length of
the Vietnam war, from 1961 to the present,
were killed since the beginning of this year—
killed, in short, during the period of the most
intense escalation. The statistics also show
that the number of American deaths declined
during the bombing pause last February. The
statistics, in short, strongly suggest that the
way to increase casualties is to escalate the
war—and that the way to reduce casualties
is to slow down the war, And, of course, the
way to end casualties is to end the war. So,
after 32 months and 18,000 deaths, one more
premise of the escalation policy has been
condemned by events.

4, That escalation would strengthen the
government and will of South Vietnam. This
was one of the three reasons cited by Presi-
dent Johnson in April 1965 when he ex-
plained the decision to start bombing North
Vietnam; and there is reason to believe that
it may in fact have been the major reason.
How does this argument look 32 months
later?

On the political side, it is true that South
Vietnam has had an election and now boasts
& ‘constitutional’ government, It is only coin-
cidental, no doubt, that the new govern-
ment consists of essentially the same faces
as the military junta which preceded it. But
the presidential election took place after the
disqualification of the two most formidable
opposition candidates, Au Truong Thanh and
General Big Minh, both of whom were ad-
vocates of a negotlated solution—an action
which meant that the election was rigged
long before the voting took place. As for the
voting itself, though given the seal of ap-
proval by President Johnson's team of In-
nocents Abroad, it was regarded with less
enthusiasm by the Special Electlon Com-
mittee of South Vietnam's Constituent As-
sembly, which voted 16-2 to invalidate the
results. In the end, the Assembly itself was
induced to confirm the results only by a vote
of 58-43.

Moreover, the winner, General Thieu, and
the escalation policy received only 34.8 per
cent of the vote; while the next three candi-
dates, all of whom were for peace, received
together 38 per cent. As for ‘constitutional’
government, the Saigon police since the elec-
tion have detained Truong Dinh Dzu, who
ran second in the election, as well as Au
Truong Thanh; and, though the constitu-
tion expressly forbids press censorship, the
Salgon government has suspended four Viet-
namese-language dailies in the last month.
All this hardly suggests that the escalation
policy has strengthened the commitment
of the people of South Vietnam to their
government or to the war,

The sharper test, of course, is the Army
of South Vietnam. There are nearly 700,000
troops—certainly an impressive number
for a small country. But the soldiers are
miserably paid and miserably led. They have
no faith in their officers, indeed, of the of-
ficers of the rank of lieutenant colonel or



October 9, 1967

higher, only two fought against the French
in the war for Vietnamese independence.
They have no faith in their government or
their cause. Naturally many of them go over
the hill whenever they can.

They don't fight at night. They don't fight
on weekends. “Most of the troops,” Peter
Arnett of AP recently reported from Viet-
nam, “insist on a 514 day week, taking Sat-
urdays and Sundays off, while their allies
and the Viet Cong go on fighting.” Accord-
ing to the National Observer of September
25, “Collecting tales about the incredible in-
efficlency, slovenliness and laziness of South
Vietnam’s Army is perhaps the easlest work
in all of the country. The Army is the No.
1 scandal of the war, and it is the No. 1
failure of the American military command.”

Our escalation of the war, far from
strengthening the government and will of
South Vietnam, has had precisely the op-
posite effect. The more we do, the less they
do; and, in consequence, the less they do,
the more we do. In some months more
Americans are killed than South Vietnamese
are drafted. We have taken over the fighting.
We are taking over the management of the
economy, We are beginning to take over
pacification. And, in the meantime, the
weight of our presence crushes the frail
fabric of Vietnamese society; our money de-
grades and debauches the people we are try-
ing to save. We leave in our trail, not rising
purpose and commitment, but deepening
corruption and contempt. So, after 32
months, still another proposition turns out
Wrong.

5. That we are holding the line against
general communist aggression. This, of
course, has been the fundamental defense of
the escalation policy. If this were simply a
local war in Vietnam, no one would dream of
sending half a million American. soldiers
there. But from the start the administra-
tion has conceived this conflict in loftier
terms. Expounding the escalation policy in
April 1965, the President said:

“There are great stakes in the balance. Let
no one think for a moment that retreat from
Vietnam would bring an end to the confilict.
The battle would be renewed in one country
and then another. The central lesson of our
time is that the appetite of aggression is
never satisfled. To withdraw from one battle-
field means only to prepare for the next.”

He repeated this theme the other day in
San Antonio, calling Southeast Asia “the
arena where communist expansionism is
most aggressively at work in the world to-
day” and concluding, “I would rather stand
in Vietnam, in our time, and by meeting this
danger now, and facing up to it, thereby re-
duce the danger for our children and for
our grandechildren.”

The President's words deserve the most
careful attention. What does he mean when
he talks about “communist expansionism”?
Though on occasion he likes to compare Ho
Chi Minh to Jack Dempsey, he cannot seri-
ously believe that Ho and his ragged bands
present America and the world with a threat
comparable to that presented by Hitler in
the thirties or by Stalin in the forties. If his
statement makes any sense at all, it can only
be on the assumption that communism is
still some sort of coordinated, unified, cen-
trally controlled world movement, that noth-
ing important has happened to communism
since the days of Stalin, that polycentrism
is a delusion and national communism a
raud and that Hanol and the Viet Cong are
the spearhead of a Chinese program of ag-
gression in East Asia.

The proposition that Hanol and the Viet
Cong are the obedient instrumentalities of
Chinese expansionism is absolutely crucial
to the President's San Antonio argument.
Otherwise the speech makes no sense at all.
Yet the administration has at no point pro-
duced convinecing evidence to sustain this
proposition, Nor is there any reason to sup-
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pose that North Vietnam has been, is or
will be a puppet of Peking's. If communist
North Eorea, which would not even exist had
it not been for Chinese intervention in the
Eorean War, now declares its independence
of Peking, why should anyone suppose that
North Vietnam, whose whole history has been
shaped by resistance to China, would be-
come a compliant adjunct to the Red Guard?
As good a probability—and for a long time
in the past a much better probability—Iis
that North Vietnam, with its vast Russian
support, would resist Mao's pressure and Chi-
nese expansionism—and do so a good deal
more effectively than the parade of gim-
crack regimes we have sponsored in Saigon.
The long-run bulwark against China In Asia
will be, not white intervention from across
the seas, but local nationalism, even if that
nationalism sometimes assumes a commu-
nist form.

In Cambodia, for example, that inveterate
and wily neutralist Prince Sihanouk has be-
gun a purge of Chinese influence in his gov-
ernment and his society. The State Depart-
ment no doubt thinks this is the conse-
quence of our presence in Vietnam. But
Sihanouk doesn't. In the midst of his cam-
palgn against the Chinese, he continues to
urge us to pull out of Vietnam: “If the
American government . . . one day took such
a decision, the whole world, including Cam-
bodia, would cheer America. For once Amer-
ica would be popular.”

Our escalation policy in the last 32 months,
far from discouraging North Vietnam from
serving as an instrument of Chinese aggres-
sion, has had precisely the opposite effect: it
has increased North Vietnam’s dependence
on China, increased the number of Chinese
in North Vietnam, driven the two states
closer together than they ever were before.
Again, a basic premise of the administration
argument has been refuted by events.

6. That escalation proves we will keep our
commitments everywhere. This has been an-
ofher fundamental thesis in the administra-
tion’s case for widening the war, We are in
Vietnam, the Secretary of State said in 19686,
because we made a promise. We have made
other promises in other parts of the world.
If Moscow or Peking ever discovers that the
promises of the United States do not mean
what they say, then this world goes up in
smoke, How does this piety stand up under
the test of events? Has our deepening in-
volvement in Vietnam persuaded anyone
that we will involve ourselves equally else-
where In new cases of aggression? Quite the
contrary: on this point, let us consult the
hawkiest hawk In the nation, Richard M.
Nixon, (At least he has been the hawkiest
bawk up to now: as he studies the public
opinion polls, we may confidently expect
that our flexible former Vice President will,
in due course, stop screaming and start
cooing—and I trust that you will continue to
give his views on world matters the respect
they deserve.) Mr. Nixon puts it this way:

“One of the legacies of Vietnam almost
certainly will be a deep reluctance on the
part of the United States to become involved
once agaln in a similar intervention on a
similar basis . . . If another friendly coun-
try should be faced with an externally sup-
ported communist insurrection—whether in
Asia or in Africa or even Latin America—
there is serious question whether the Ameri-
can public or the American Congress would
now support a unilateral American inter-
vention, even at the request of the host
government.”

The storm of senatorial criticism when we
sent three innocuous Air Force jet transports
to the Congo last July proves Mr, Nixon's
point.

Escalation has thus gravely damaged our
national credibility as a keeper of promises
politically. It has also done so militarily. For,
if our assistance were sought today in some
other part of the world, what in fact could
we do—with 40 per cent of our combat-
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ready divisions, more than 50 per cent of our
air power and more than a third of our naval
power tled down in a small country 10,000
miles from the United States? Moreover, if
the United States, with its fantastic military
strength, cannot defeat the guerrillas of
Vietnam, and, if in the attempt it wrecks
the country it is trying to protect, why
should any rational nation ever seek our pro-
tection again?

The administration denounces its critics
as isolationists. But the real isolationists are
surely those who, in their dedication to the
escalation pollicy, have isolated the United
Btates from its traditional allies and from
the people of the world. At San Antonio the
President went through the litany of the
Asian leaders who have given our policy
verbal support. But words are cheap. Except
for our client state, South Korea, no nation
in the world has sent us the support which
counts—that is, a combat detachment of any
size In Vietnam. We are going it alone as a
nation in a way we have not done for thirty
years.

More than this, the escalation policy has
set in motion through our land a basic ques-
tioning of the whole idea of overseas com-
mitments, Not in our time has there been
such doubt about our military, economic and
political ties with other nations. The lesson
of Vietham is not, as the administration
keeps saying, that America will meets its
commitments everywhere on earth.

The lesson of Vietnam, as read not only by
the American Congress and people but by
our friends and enemies around the world, is:
“No more Vietnams.” The escalation policy,
after 32 months of trial, far from proving
that we will keep our promises elsewhere,
has had precisely the opposite effect: it has
been the greatest stimulus and boon to
American isolationism in the last thirty
years. So one more proposition must be
struck off the list.

7. That military men know how to win
wars. We have embarked on the escalation
policy because the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
told the President that this is the way to
win the war. In recent months the military
has boldly escalated its own campaign with
Congress and the public, Admiral Sharp has
said that a bombing pause would be “a dis-
aster for the United States.” General Wheeler
has promised that the war could be ended in
a “relatively short time” if we bombed the
port of Haiphong and all lines of transport
from South China. General Greene has had
the presumption to tell the American people
that the war in Vietnam is more important
than the crisls of the American city.

Let us not make the mistake of condemn-
ing all military men. Such generals as James
M. Gavin, Matthew Ridgway, David M. Shoup
have offered searching criticism of the esca-
lation policy. Within the Defense Depart-
ment itself, Secretary McNamara has evi-
dently—though with decreasing success in
recent months—stood against the program
of insensate escalation. Nor can one condemn
the present Joint Chiefs of Staff for their
insistence on a military solution. That is
their business. The fault lies not with those
who give such advice but with those who
take it. There is nothing infallible about the
JCS. I know what they recommended during
great crises of the Kennedy Administration—
the Bay of Pigs, the Berlin crisis of 1961, the
missile crisis of 1862, the test ban debate of
1963—and in each case their recommenda-
tions were plainly wrong. President Kennedy
took their advice on his great decisions
once—before the Bay of Pigs. He did not
make that mistake again. I know of no reason
to suppose that the present Chiefs are wiser
than their predecessors.

This sudden worship of the military is not
in the American tradition. When General
MacArthur carried his campaign for the esca-
lation of the Korean War to Congress and the
public, President Truman fired him. When
Union generals in the Civil War showed that
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they could not succeed, President Lincoln
fired them, one after another. Judging by
the record, the present military leadership
in South Vietnam is as disastrous as any we
have had in the life of our nation. With over
500,000 American troops, better equipped
than any troops in history, with 700,000
South Vietnamese, with 50,000 South Ko~
reans, with total command of the air, with
total command of the sea and, until recently,
with total monopoly of heavy artillery, we
have been fought to a standstill by 280,000
characters in black pajamas mostly armed,
until recently, with rifies and mortars. In the
last month, at Con Thien, our generals, in
their wisdom, placed a group of gallant
Marines in—and I quote that superhawk
Josep Alsop—"just about the only position in
the entire country where the North Vietnam-
ese can hope to attain relative parity in heavy
weapons when battle is engaged.” Because,
as General Westmoreland has elegantly put
it, “There is more firepower concentrated in
that area than on any single plece of real
estate in the history of warfare,” we have
evidently staved off the assault; but the
guestion remains whether the strategy of
putting the men in this terribly exposed
position made sense.

The inesc:.Dable conclusion is that our
military leadership has grossly misjudged
and misconceived the character of the war.
The foremost authority in the west on
counter-insurgency and the leadizg British
expert on Vietnam, where he headed the
British Advisory Mission for three and a half
years, is Sir Robert Thompson, who organized
the defeat of the guerrilla uprising in Ma-
laya. Sir Robert recently pointed out that
General Giap's strategy “has one main aim,
to keep the American combat forces fully oc-
cupled on ‘search and destroy' type opera-
tions in the Demilitarised Zone and in the
gpinal column of the Annamite mountain
chain as far south as Zone D. . .. These are
areas where he can most easily deploy his
main units and where American forces can
achieve, In comparatively unpopulated
mountain and jungle, no permanent gains.”
The costs of this strategy for North Vietnam,
Bir Robert says, are quite acceptable. If they
lost twice as many troops per year as we
claim they are losing, “it would still be less
than half one annual age group (and tlere
is an enormous reserve of these age groups
between 18 and 30).” And American strategy,
Sir Robert points out, is exactly what Gen-
eral Giap wants. It plays exactly into his
hands. And the result? As Rowland Evans
reported from Vietnam a few days ago, “The
US position here In the critical northern
provinces of South Vietnam 1is deteriorating
as the communists press their remorseless
campaign of attack, parry and retreat.”

Let us liberate ourselves from this {llusion
of the Infallibility of generals. Stewart Al-
sop, the wiser brother, recenty wrote in the
Saturday Evening Post, after citing the his-
torical record, “Almost all generals are al-
most always wrong about all wars. Generals
shoud be listened to with skeptical respect,
but never with reverent credulity.” If the
experience of the last 32 months proves any-
thing, it proves that the administration’s Tth
assumption is as wrong as all the rest.

In February 1965 it was permissible to sup-
pose that some, or all, of the administration's
assumptions might be right. No one then
could be certain whether or not the escala-
tion policy would work. But now, for 32
long, terrible months, war has put to trial
the validity of the propositions on which this
policy is based. What may have seemed
plausible in the abstract in February 1965
has received the laboratory test. It is no
longer a guestion of speculation but of veri-
fication., The evidence is concrete. It is over-
whelming. It is irrefutable.

History is the great executioner; and, in
these months and years, as the basic assump-
tions, one after another, have run the
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gantlet of experience, none has survived. We
are a pragmatic people, We believe in the
process of trial and error, of experimenta-
tion. But we also believe in heeding the re-
sults of experiment. As Franklin Roosevelt
once said, “it Is common sense to take a
method and try it. If it fails, admit it frankly
and try another."”

That is the way most Americans think—
and this, I submit, is why there has been in
recent months so marked a disillusion with
the escalation policy. Some of us may have
known from the start that the policy would
not work. But let us be charitable to those
who preferred to suspend judguient until
the results were in. Let us unite now in the
determination to slow down this ghastly
war and move as speedily as possible toward
a negotiated settlement,

This is the way most Americans are com-
ing to think. But is it the way the American
government is coming to think? So far as
one can tell, our leaders remain stubbornly
unimpressed by the collapse of their case
for escalation. They continue to reiterate
the propositions which experience has so
cruelly disproved. Lashed to their own past
policies, they seem incapable of admitting
error or changing direction.

And so their only response to the fallure
of escalatlon is more escalation—Ilike a doc-
tor who, when the medicine fails to cure—
doubles the dose.

Their only response to the misconceptions
of our generals is to capitulate more and
more to their demands.

Their only response to frustration and
stalemate Is to issue ever more fatuous state-
ments about turning the corner of the war,
turning the tide, the beginning of the end,
victory in sight and so on.

It is difficult to see how serious men can,
year after year, with the straight face, re-
peat the same optimistic predictions and do
g0, very often, in the identical words, Nor
should we forget that herald angel of the
hawks, Joseph Alsop, in this connection. The
Washington Post on October 4 adorned his
most recent effusion with the encouraging
headline: “Vast Galns in Vietnam War
Evident in Last Few Months.” Hark how
this herald angel has sung through the
years. Thus Feh 1964, “In Communist
North Vietnam . . . the situation is close to
desperate”; in September 1965, “The whole
pattern of the war has been utterly
changed. . . . At last there is light at the
end of the tunnel”; in October 1965, “Final
defeat is beginning to be expected, even in
the ranks of Viet Cong hard-core units"; in
February 1966, “The enemy’s backbone of
regulars can even be broken this year. And
when and if that happens, this war will be
effectively won”; in April 1966, “The Viet-
namese and American forces are now impos-
ing a rate of losg on the Viet Cong which the
enemy cannot indefinitely withstand™; In
October 1966, *Within six, elght, ten or
twelve months—before the end of 1967 at
any rate—the chances are good that the
Vietnamese war will look successful.” Now
in October 1967, just at the time when this
last gorgeous prophecy is due for fulfill-
ment, Mr. Alsop finds improvement so great
that “the contrast between then and now
is all but Incredible,” One is compelled to
conclude that it is not the contrast but the
columnist who is incredible. How consist-
ently silly can an intelligent man be?

How do our leaders explain the faflure of
the escalation policy to produce the results
g0 glowingly promised at such regular inter-
vals? For some time, of course, they have
been building their alibl. We all know what
it 1s: that dissent in the United States is
responsible for frustration in Vietnam. This
1s a familiar reflex of military disaster. One
need only remember the Dolchstegossieg-
ende—the stab-in-the-back myth concocted
by the German generals to account for their
defeat In the First World War.
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The argument; like the escalation theory
itself, has a certain initial plausibility. But
let us consider what it really means—and the
best way to do that is simply to invert it.
If it means anything, it must mean that, if
only everybody in the United States would
shut up and rally behind their President,
then Ho Chi Minh and his friends would
stop doing what they are doing, and the war
would be over. Simply to state this proposi-
tion Is to demonstrate its absurdity. Serlous
leaders base their military decisions on the
actual battlefield balance of force, will and
opportunity, not on speculations about antl-
war protests on the other side of the world.
Our adversaries are fighting not because they
count on protest at home but because they
believe fanatically in thelr cause and be-
cause they have not been beaten in the field
of battle, They would fight just as hard if
everyone in America thought the escalation
policy was perfect.

The rise of the Great Allbl has been paral-
leled by a curious sense of persecution within
the administration as if it were some sort
of beleaguered and impotent minority. A
good example of this cry-baby reaction is
the speech that Ambassador Gronouskli gave
this August at the University of Wisconsin.
“Those charged with the conduct of for-
elgn policy,” the Ambassador said in his long
wail of self-pity, “. .. find it dificult to main-
tain an attitude of rapport with a group
(the intellectual community) which inces~
santly challenges their motives and moral-
ity.”

Let us be clear about this. We are not
questioning the motives and morality of the
makers of policy; we are questioning their
judgment, which is a very different matter.
I know a good many of the men who have
sponsored the escalation policy. They are not
evil men. They are, as I suggested earlier,
earnest and conscientious men, They are do-
ing what they are doing because they pro-
foundly believe it serves the interests of
American security and world peace, They are
doing their best for their country according
to their lights. But it may justly be said, I
think, that, in certain cases at least, their
lights are dim. Historlans have sometimes:
noted that the most underrated factor in
the conduct of public affairs is stupidity.

Fortified by this sense of persecution, ex-
onerated by their Great Alibi, deluded by
their own propaganda and phophecy, still
convinced that escalation is the road to
peace, our leaders persist in their course. And,
as they do so, another political year ap-
proaches. The 1968 election will provide, I
belleve, a test of the adequacy of our political
process. For, given the size and intensity of
dissent in our land, if this election does not
offer the country a clear choice on the ques-
tion of Vietnam, then something will have
gone badly wrong with our political system.
Now no political system works automati-
cally. People make it work—and they make
it work well, or they make it work badly. It is
up to us, and people like us through the
country, to do our best to make sure that
our system meets its responsibilities.

Our objective is to bring the war in Viet-
nam to the end. We must not be under any
illusions about the ease of a negotiated solu-
tion. While I have little doubt that an un-
conditional halt of the bombing of the north
would soon lead to talks with Hanol and the
Viet Cong, I have considerable doubt that
these talks would lead very soon to a
mutually acceptable solution. So far as one
can tell at present, each side continues to in-
sist on terms which would mean, in effect,
the defeat and humiliation of the other side.
So long as this remains the case, no settle-
ment will be possible. What both sides must
come to in the end, I belleve, is ement
on the creation of a structure in South Viet-
nam within which contending forces, includ-
ing the communists, may compete by peace-
ful means for political representation and
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control. Such a structure would require some
form of international supervision for a stated
period in order to guarantee against rever-
sion to terrorism and guerrilla warfare. It will
take time—perhaps a long time—for such a
solution to win mutual acceptance.

How do we move in this direction? The first
necessity obviously is to slow down the war—
to stop the bombing of the north, to reduce
the fighting in the south, to do everything
we can to lessen the killing.

The next necessity is to make it clear that
we will keep an American military presence
in South Vietnam until a negotiated settle-
ment can be achieved. Let us have no con-
fusion here. There will be no chance of nego-
tiation if the other side thinks it is going to
win; therefore a military stalemate is a self-
evident precondition to negotiation. The ad-
vocates of a political solution and the ad-
vocates of unilateral withdrawal agree on the
indispensability of slowing down the war;
but, after this point. It seems to me, their
paths diverge and their policies become in-
compatible. One cannot, of course, wholly
exclude the possibility of unilateral with-
drawal; it would not be America’s finest
hour, but it would obviously be greatly pref-
erable to a policy of unlimited escalation.
But the option of withdrawal is always open
to us. It would be foolish to rush at once
to that extreme without exhausting the pos-
sibilities of negotiation. It need hardly be
sald that, up to this point, we have not, de-
spite fine words, pursued negotiation with a
fraction of the =zeal, ingenuity and per-
severence with which we have pursued war.

This leads to the third necessity: we will
not have a negotiated solution until we have
a leadership which desires a negotiated so-
lution—which has freed itself from the ob-
session with the idea of a military victory, or
at least of a spectacular and favorable re-
versal of the present military balance: the
obsession which evidently continues to pos-
sess the present administration. If our pres-
ent leadership can think of nothing better
than persistence in the policies which, after
full and fair trial, for 32 bitter months, have
proved a dismal failure, then this country,
if it i1s to save itself, requires new leader-
ship.

How do we make sure that the 1968 elec-
tion offers an alternative? Let us be clear
about another thing: the idea of a third
party is an illusion. A third party based on
the Vietnam war would get nowhere in the
elections; it would run well behind George
Wallace in the electoral college; and the only
result would be drastically to understate the
size of the opposition to the escalation pol-
icy and thereby to discredit the cause of
peace. The serious issue must remain within
the major parties. This means, I think, that
the Republicans among us must work for
anti-escalation candidates in their party—
and that all of us must work for delegates
to the party conventions pledged to an anti-
escalation platform. As we do this, we may
all be encouraged by the expectation that
disenchantment with the war is bound to
grow in the weeks and months ahead.

It is bound to grow so long as the present
leadership remains frozen in its ideas, locked
into its system of error, unable to think of
anything to do but more of the same. How
much more proof will they require before
they recognize that the escalation policy
has been a disaster? They began that policy
in February 1965. Today, after 32 months,
after the death of more than 13,000 American
soldiers and of countless Vietnamese, after
the expenditure of nearly $00 billion, after
our increasing isolation in the world, after
the irresponsible and dangerous neglect of
the urgent problems of our national com-
munity—to which President Johnson’s Great
Soclety was so prominently dedicated—after
all the blood and killing and waste and deg-
radation, are we any closer to a solution
than we were when we began? Are we nearer
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to winning the war? to establishing a healthy
society in South Vietnam? to pacifying the
countryside? to winning world confidence in
American purpose and American sense? Are
we not ever more deeply and hopelessly
mired in the quicksand?

I say again: how much longer do our lead-
ers insist on reinforcing error and dragging
us down this dirty and hopeless road? Can
nothing demonstrate to them the futility
and folly of their course? “My brethern,” said
Cromwell, “I beseech you, in the bowels of
Christ, think it possible that you may be mis-
taken.” If this administration lacks the
moral or the intellectual courage to conceive
the possibillty that it may be wrong, then
the American people, I hope and believe, will
turn next year to leadership determined to
meet this tragic problem with the realism,
the rationality and the high idealism that
have marked the finest moments of our his-
tory.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

PUBLIC WORKS AND ATOMIC
ENERGY COMMISSION APPROPRI-
ATIONS, 1968

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen-
ate the unfinished business, which will
be stated by title.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A
bill (H.R. 11641) making appropriations
for certain civil functions administered
by the Department of Defense, the Pan-
ama Canal, certain agencies of the De-
partment of the Interior, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, the Atlantic-Pacific
Interoceanic Canal Study Commission,
the Delaware River Basin Commission,
Interstate Commission on the Potomac
River Basin, the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, and the Water Resources Coun-
cil, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968, and for other purposes.

g The Senate proceeded to consider the
ill.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jor-
paN of Idaho in the chair). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will state the first amend-
ment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 3, line 21, after the word “con-
struction”, strike out “$33,745,000" and insert
“$36,246,000".

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
should like to propose a unanimous-con-
sent agreement, that the committee
amendments be agreed to en bloe; that
the bill, as thus amended, be regarded
for the purpose of further amendment
as original text; and that no point of
order shall be considered to have been
waived by reason of agreement to this
request.
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Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, reserv-.
ing the right to object—and I agree with
my able friend—it has been brought to
my attention that the Senator from Del-
aware might desire to object. I wonder,
therefore, whether my able friend would
withdraw his unanimous-consent re-
quest for a moment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Certainly.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a4 quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be agreed to en bloc; that
the bill, as thus amended, be regarded
for the purpose of further amendment as
original text; and that no point of order
shall be considered to have been waived
by reason of agreement to this request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 3, line 21, after the word "“con-
struction”, strike out “$33,745,000" and in-
sert “$36,246,000".

On page 4, line 13, after the word ‘*‘con-
struction”, strike out “$935,074,000" and in-
sert $1,010,823,000"”; and, in line 19, after
the word “appropriated”, insert a colon and
“Provided further, That in connection with
the rehabilitation of the Snake Creek Em-
bankment of the Garrison Dam and Reser-
voir Project, North Dakota, the Corps of Engi-
neers is authorized to participate with the
Stae of North Dakota to the extent of one-
half the cost of widening the present em-
bankment to provide a four-lane right-of-
way for U.S. Highway 83 in lieu of the pres-
ent two-lane highway”.

On page 5, line 23, after the word “naviga-
tion"”, strike out *“$189,000,000" and insert
“$190,000,000".

On page 6, line 5, after (33 U.S.C. 702a,
702g-1) ", strike out “$83,400,000" and insert
‘'$91,480,000".

On page 7, line 7, after the word “exceed”,
strike out ““$156,000,000” and insert ''$162,-
000,000,

On page 10, line 22, after the word “ex-
pended”, strike out “$16,000,000" and insert
“$21,655,000"; and, in line 23, after the word
“which”, strike out “$13,058,000" and insert
“$16,113,000".

On page 11, at the beginning of line 18,
strike out *“$172,700,000" an insert “$185,-
005,000".

On page 14, line 9, after the word “pro-
gram”, strike out "“$15,000,000" and insert
“$15,400,000".

On page 21, line 2, after the word “area”,
strike out ''$5,035,000" and insert *'5,015,000".

On page 21, line 23, after the word "Act",
strike out ‘$90,800,000” and insert *“$94,-
935,000".

On page 22, line 7, after the word “ex-
pended”, strike out *“$203,000,000" and in-
sert “'$225,000,000".

On page 23, line 26, after the word ‘“ve-
hicles”, strike out *“$2,125,000,000” and in-
sert “$2,142,402,000".

On page 25, line 10, after the word “‘air-
craft”, strike out “$367,733,000" and insert
“$369,633,000",

On page 27, at the beginning of line 10,
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strike out “$6,115,000” and insert *“$6,100,-

On page 28, line 11, after the word “pur-
chase", strike out “(not to exceed two hun-
dred and thirty-two for replacement only)”
and insert “(not to exceed two hundred and
seventy-two of which two hundred and
thirty-two shall be for replacement only)"";
and, in line 15, after the word "vehicles”,
strike out *$60,000,000” and Insert “$62,150,-
000",

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, we
have under consideration this afternoon
H.R. 11641, a bill making appropriations
for certain civil functions administered
by the Department of Defense, the Pan-
ama Canal, certain agencies of the De-
partment of the Interior, particularly
with respect to the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Administration, the Bureau
of Reclamation and the power marketing
activities, the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic
Canal Study Commission, the Delaware
River Basin Commission, the Interstate
Commission on the Potomaec River Basin,
the Tennessee Valley Authority, and the
Water Resources Council, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968.

The amount of the bill as passed by
the House totaled $4,622,922,000. The
Senate Committee on Appropriations
made a net increase in the sum adopted
by the House of $153,142,000. Therefore,
the total in the bill as reported to the
Senate is $4,776,064,000.

The amount of the budget estimates
considered by the Senate committee for
fiscal year 1968 was $4,867,813,000.

The bill as reported to the Senate is
under the budget estimate by $91,749,000,
and over the appropriation for fiscal year
1967 by $465,893,000.

In view of the large financial require-
ments for meeting our commitments in
Vietnam, the committee has deferred the
initiation of many worthy projects which
in fact, should be constructed now to
prevent serious flood losses in many
parts of the country or to promote and

en our economy here at home.
Requirements for storage to meet the
ever-increasing demands for municipal
and industrial water supply, navigation,
flood control, and work to protect and
preserve our shoreline must be weighed
against the fiscal requirements of other
programs. However, the construction of
works to preserve and protect our pre-
cious land and water resources cannot
be postponed long without serious det-
riment to our domestic economy.

The President has submitted budget

e totaling $124,163,707,004, of
which $4,867,813,000 was considered in
this bill. Included in the budget estimate
of $4,867,813,000 is $2,646,100,000 for the
Atomic Energy Commission, leaving a
balance of $2,221,713,000 for water re-
source development, of which $306,034,-
000 is for the Federal Water Pollution
Control Administration. It is apparent,
therefore that less than 1.8 percent of
the budget has been allocated for the
development and preservation of our
most important resource—water, includ-
ing pollution control. At this point I
would like to state that I agree complete-
ly with the views of the House Appro-
priations Committee, as expressed in its
report, that unless it is possible at an
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early date to make provision within the
national budget for funding the most
essential water resource projects, our
Nation will be faced with a serious situa-
tion necessitating a costly and inefficient
crash program.

Unfortunately, the commitiee was
faced with the very practical problem
concerning the large budget deficit with
which this Nation is confronted, and its
recommendations had to be tempered
accordingly.

Mr. President, I am very hopeful that
consideration of the bill can be con-
cluded this afternoon so that, as soon as
possible, we may go to conference with
the House on the disagreeing amend-
ments.

The bill passed the House of Repre-
sentatives on July 25 and was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations on
July 27. The bill was reported to the
Senate on September 28.

I believe it is not necessary for me to
give a lengthy explanation of the bill
The report on it is on the desks of the
Senators, and it very clearly sets forth
the actions of the committee.

The Senate has adopted the commit-
tee amendments en bloe witn the under-
standing that the bill as thus amended
shall be considered as original text, so
that the Senate will have every oppor-
tunity to work its will on the bill.

Mr. President, as is customary, the
Subcommittee on Public Works divided
itself into three panels for the consider-
ation of the pending bill. The portion of
the public works appropriation bill deal-
ing with the Bureau of Reclamation and
the power marketing activities of the
Department of the Interior was handled
by my good and able friend, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Arizona
[Mr. Havpen], who is also chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations. The
portion of the bill ‘covering the Atomic
Energy Commission and the Tennessee
Valley Authority was handled by my
good friend, the distinguished senior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hiunl. I
handled the portion relating to the ecivil
functions of the Department of the
Army, the Panama Canal, the Federal
Water Pollution Control Administration,
the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal
Study Commission, the Delaware River
Basin Commission, the Interstate Com-
mission on the Potomae River Basin, and
the Water Resources Council.

The hearings on this bill started on
March 14 and continued through Au-
gust 3. The subcommittee held 38 sessions
for the purpose of taking testimony, and
three executive sessions for the purpose
of marking up the bill. The subcommit-
tee heard 874 witnesses, which included
representatives of various organizations
and local communities, in addition to de-
partmental representations; 780 of the
witnesses appeared before the panel
handling the civil functions of the De-
partment of the Army and the Federal
Water Pollution Control Administra-
tion; 79 of the witnesses appeared be-
fore the panel headed by the senior
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN];
and the remaining 15 witnesses appeared
before the panel headed by the senior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hmwr], The
hearings comprise four volumes which

October 9, 1967

contain 4,568 pages of testimony. A com-
plete set of the hearings is on each Sena-
tor's desk. The hearings constitute the
basic information upon which the sub-
committee based its recommendations to
the full committee.

Mr, President, I wish to reiterate what
I have stated on many occasions on the
floor of the Senate—that we have no
project in this bill that has not been
completely justified by the Corps of En-
gineers. The committee looked closely
into the benefit-to-cost ratio on each
project. I am happy to say that all of
these projects, including the new starts
that were recommended by the commit-
tee, as well as those included in the
House-passed bill, have been thoroughly
studied. All the projects recommended
are economically justifiable and within
the capability of the Corps of Engineers.

Mr. President, with respect to title I,
before marking up the civil funections
portion of the bill, we reviewed every
project which was presented to the sub-
committee, either budgeted or unbudg-
eted. We examined into every request
made to the subcommittee for planning
or construction funds. After all the re-
quests had been received, the Engineers
were called back for the purpose of ob-
taining their views on the projects pre-
sented to the committee. The intention
of this recall was to determine whether
the Engineers could economically and ef-
ficiently utilize the additional funds re-
quested by the local witnesses, and
whether the Corps of Engineers had the
capability to undertake the unbudgeted
new starts requested.

Mr. President, with respeet to title I,
which concerns the eivil funections por-
tion of the bill, we reviewed, as I have
just said, every project and studied it
thoroughly, to insure that each project
conformed with the regulations that the
committee adopted years ago. Under no
conditions have we recommended any
project that cannot be justified or that
has not been authorized and that is not
within the capability of the Corps of En-
gineers.

The Senate has before it a complete
justification for all planning and con-
struction projects which are included in
the bill as recommended by the Senate
committee, as well as for all the projects
which were recommended by the House.

The President’s budget contained nine
new starts on projects, the total esti-
mated cost of which is $152,223,000, and
the amount recommended for funding
in the budget for fiscal year 1968 is
$7,458,000. The House reduced the budget
estimate of $3,726,000 on three planning
items to $750,000, and ‘the budget esti-
mate on 11 construction items under
“Construction, general,” from $32,577,-
000 to $21,123,000. Four reservoir projects
included in this latter category were new
budgeted construction starts and the
funds allowed by the House for those
four projects were for land acquisition
only. The House of Representatives also
provided funds totaling $905,000 for 11
unbudgeted planning items having a
total estimated cost of $62,153,000, and
inereased one budgeted planning item
from $200,000 to $450,000 on a project
with an estimated total cost of $25,800,-
000.




October 9, 1967

The subcommittee, as well as the com-
mittee as a whole, agreed with the House
action.

The House added 16 new construction
starts having a total estimated cost of
$93,245,000, and the House allowance for
these projects was $5,843,000. The House
also included unbudgeted funds for re-
sumption of planning on one project and
for resumption of construction on three
projects, the total estimated cost of
which is $84,790,000, and the House allow
ance for both planning and construc-
tion on these resumptions was $2,730,000.
The House also added to the bill $6,275,-
000 for unbudgeted Iland-acquisition
items on seven projects having a total
estimated cost of $257,890,000,

The bill as passed by the House pro-
vided $935,074,000 for “Construction,
general,” for the Corps of Engineers.
This amount was $37,918,000 below the
budget estimate. In order to show such
a reduction below the budget, the House
increased the reduction for savings and
slippage by $39,491,000.

I wish to pause at this moment to
state exactly what the House usually
does with respect to slippages. As a
rule, the overall amount of slippages
aggregates about 5 percent of the
amount appropriated. In this instance
the budget estimate for slippage was 9
percent and the House has increased the
slippages by about 3 percent in addition,
or a total of 12 percent. It can easily be
seen that such a procedure has a tend-
ency to reduce the amount that can be
allotted to a project. That is why the
House was able to come before us with
a bill that was more or less in line with
the budget estimates.

That is due, of course, to the fact that
this additional cut for slippages took
place.

Mr. President, what that amounts to,
if Congress should agree to it, is a cut
of 12 percent on all of the budgeted items
included in the bill. This procedure, Mr.
President, is one with which I have taken
issue on many occasions—in fact, prac-
tically every year that I have been han-
dling these bills, or more than 14 years.

The sum of all the individual amounts
recommended by the budget as shown
in the committee report under construc-
tion, general, beginning on page 8 and
continuing through page 21, totals $1,-
063,017,000. Recognizing that in any
program of this size there will be un-
avoidable delays and slippages, the
budget bureau recommended an appro-
priation of $972,992,000 to carry out this
program—an underfinancing by $90,025,-
000—or about a 9-percent reduction. The
sum total of the individual items in the
bill as passed the House amounts to $1,-
064,590,000, or an increase of $1,573,000
in the program but a reduction of $36,-
242,000 in the appropriation to earry out
the program. This was accomplished by
increasing the reduction for slippage by
$39,491,000. The reduction for slippage
in the House bill amounts to about 12.2
percent compared to the budget estimate
of 9 percent for slippage.

This year, Mr. President, even the
Corps of Engineers has gone beyond its
usual practice of providing a slippage of
about 5 percent, and in some cases 6
percent.
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The Senate committee felt that the
House reduction for slippage was too se-
vere and has recommended the budget
figure for slippage.

Except for one planning item in Cali-
fornia, the Senate committee has ap-
proved all of the House increases in plan-
ning and construction. The committee
has recommended restoration of House
cuts in the budget on five construction
items in the amount of $1,801,000, and
two planning items in the amount of
$1,726,000. The committee recommenda-
tion provides $819,000 for 11 unbudgeted
planning items. The committee also rec-
ommended the initiation of construction
on 25 projects having a future commit-
ment of $303,603,000. On one of these
projects the House had recommended
land aequisition only, while on five
others the House had approved planning
funds only.

As to land acquisition, Mr. President, I
point out that that is really construction,
because no construction can be started on
a program unless ways and means are
worked out so that the necessary land to
construet the project is acquired. This is
a new approach, different from what has
been used in the past; and I consider
that it really represents new construc-
tion starts, although the funds are men-
tioned in the report as available only to
acquire land.

As a matter of fact, every time we put
money in a bill for construction, one of
the first expenditures made cn a project
is for the acquisition of land upon which
the project will be constructed or, in the
case of a dam, land that may be inun-
dated, or land upon which to relocate
roads, highways, or railroads.

So, Mr. President, despite the fact that
the House of Representatives has stated
that the amount in this bill is for merely
land acquisition, nevertheless construc-
tion is involved.

The increase recommended by the Sen-
ate committee on these 25 projects was
$11,258,000. For projects under construc-
tion, the committee recommended addi-
tional amounts on 18 projects totaling
$19,620,000. Similarly, the committee
recommended increases on six budgeted
planning items by $705,000.

Mr, President, considering all of the
unbudgeted new construetion starts and
all of the unbudgeted planning starts put
into the bill by the House, in comparison
with the Senate additions, the difference
between the total added by each House
will entail an expenditure of only be-
tween $4.5 million and $5 million; so the
difference between the amounts added by
the House and the Senate is really very
small, and compares with differences
that have occurred in previous years.
Ever since I have been a member of this
subcommittee, in presenting a bill to the
Senate, our committee has invariably
added a number of new projects. I can
well remember, several years ago, when
we met a challenge by the executive de-
partment, during the administration of
President Eisenhower, when he tried to
follow a policy of no new starts.

That, of course, was confrary to the
policy that had been followed in the
past; and the Senate committee, as well
as the House committee, insisted on fol-
lowing the past procedure by adding new
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construction starts and new planning
starts. We took the position that if we
suddenly cut out new planning and con-
struction starts, the important program
for the development of our water re-
sources would soon dry up.

The matter was debated on the floor
of the Senate, as well as the floor of the
House of Representatives, and a bill was
passed wherein, as I recall, we added,
altogether, around 65 or 68 new construc-
tion starts, as well as a number of plan-
ning starts, and the bill was sent to the
President for his signature.

President Eisenhower vetoed the bill;
it was sent back to Congress, and Con-
gress overrode that veto. From that time
until now, we have had no trouble, Mr.
President, in incorporating in a bill a
reasonable number of new starts in con-
struction as well as in planning.

I think it is a good thing. I do not
know of any expenditures which have
inured more to the benefit of our Nation
than these public works programs: and
I am hopeful that Congress will continue
to agree with that viewpoint.

Mr. President, under title II the com-
mittee considered budget estimates
amounting to $468,498,000 for the Bu-
reau of Reclamation and the other power
activities of the Department of the Inte-
rior; and recommends an appropriation
of $462,921,000. This is $18,240,000 more
than was approved by the House of Rep-
resentatives, and is $5,577,000 less than
the budget estimates.

Of the increase proposed by the com-
mittee, $5,5655,000 is for general inves-
tigations, and includes an additional $5,-
250,000 for expanding the atmospheric
water resources research program.

For construction and rehabilitation,
$12,305,000 is recommended for addition
to the amount approved by the House
of Representatives. Of this increase, $10,~
850,000 was budgeted for a transmission
line from Fort Thompson, S. Dak., to
Grand Island, Nebr., for which needed
legislative authorization has now been
enacted.

The bill includes two new construction
starts which were proposed by the De-
partment of the Interior in its budget
submission.

For the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Administration, the committee ap-
proved an additional $4,135,000 for water
supply and water pollution control; and
$22,000,000 for construction grants for
waste treatment work.

Mr. President, title ITI deals with the
Atomic Energy Commission. I shall not
discuss in detail the Atomic Energy pro-
posal, but hearings were held, and my
good friend, the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. Pastorel, who is an ex officio
member of the subcommittee, was pres-
ent. Our committee followed his recom-
mendations, and I am sure that the com-
mittee has provided a sufficient sum for
the Atomic Energy Commission.

The committee recommended $2,142,-
402,000 for the operating expenses of the
Atomic Energy Commission. The com-
mittee recommendation is $17,402,000
above the amount allowed by the House;
$27,498,000 below the budget; and $219,-
402,000 above the appropriation for 1967.

For plant and capital equipment, the
committee recommended $369,633,000,
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which is $1,900,000 above the amount
allowed by the House and $106,567,000
below the budget.

Mr. President, title IV covers several
independent agencies.

For the Tennessee Valley Authority,
the committee recommends $62,150,000,
the budget estimate, and an increase of
$2,150,000 over the amount allowed by
the House.

The bill provides for the Federal par-
ticipation in the Delaware River Basin
Commission.

The bill also provides $6,100,000 for
salaries and expenses of the Atlantic-
Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study Com-
mission, which is $1,400,000 below the
budget estimate, and $15,000 below the
amount allowed by the House. The
amount recommended by the committee
is the balance of the available authoriza-
tion. A bill to increase the authorized ex-
penditure for this study is pending in the
House of Representatives.

As we all know, fairly good progress
has been made by this Commission. How-
ever, lately the Commission has found
that the amount originally authorized
was insufficient. The amount of the addi-
tional authorization is about $6.5 million,
as I recall. The Commission ran short,
and Congress is considering an addi-
tional authorization which I hope will
be enacted sometime soon.

Mr. President, included in the bill
again this year are appropriations for the
Water Resources Council. The commit-
tee recommends $1,070,000, of which
$290,000 is for salaries and expenses of
the Council, and $780,000 is to finance
the U.S. share of river basin commissions.

Mr. President, as I indicated in the
earlier part of my remarks, the Senate
has had before it the report which deals
with all of the appropriations recom-
mended.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I commend the distinguished
senior Senator from Louisiana for the
superb job he has done for many years
in handling this bill.

The Senator from Louisiana has been
very ably assisted this year as in previ-
ous years by Kenneth Bousquet, and by
Edmund King who has so ably served the
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, the distinguished senior Senator
from California [Mr. KucHEL].

I should like to point out some of the
benefits these projects have brought to
my area. I am also quite familiar with
the benefits that have accrued to other
areas of the United States. However,
along the Missouri River for 1,000 miles
or more we have suffered devastating
floods year after year. Now, because of
a series of dams on the Missouri River,
there is no chance whatever of exper-
iencing any major floods in the future.

Along with this great accomplishment,
of course, there will be plenty of water
for irrigation and for navigation down-
stream.

Each year the Federal Government is
collecting very large sums of money for
electricity generated by these hydro-
electric dams, to say nothing about the
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great benefits derived from recreation
and other related activities.

Mr. President, I would like to ask the
Senator two or three questions regard-
ing some language appearing in the re-

port.

I direct the Senator’s attention to the
language appearing on page 7 of the
committee’s report under the heading,
“Red River of the North.”

In the Senator's opinion, would this
language in any way preclude the Corps
of Engineers from requesting survey
funds, if they can be justified, for a sur-
vey of the Sheyenne River above Bald
Hill Dam in their budget for the next fis-
cal year?

Mr. ELLENDER. No, certainly not. The
limitation to which the Senator from
North Dakota refers applies only to the
current fiscal year, fiscal 1968.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. In the
Senator's opinion, would this language
preclude the Corps of Engineers from
proceeding with any existing or on-going
flood control investigations in the Red
River of the North Basin such as the so-
called Kindred Dam study?

Mr. ELLENDER. It would not. The
language in the committee report refers
only to a new—and I emphasize new—
study.

Mr, YOUNG of North Dakota. If the
so-called Kindred Dam has a favorable
benefit-cost ratio, the Corps of Engineers
would not be prevented from recom-
mending its construction, would they?

Mr. ELLENDER. No, certainly not. It
is my understanding that that project is
currently under study as a part of the
Red River of the North investigation.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. In in-
cluding this limitation in our report, the
committee's only purpose was to prohibit
the Corps of Engineers from, in effect,
starting a new study of a tributary
stream by increasing the scope of the
existing Red River of the North Basin
study with the result that the submis-
sion of that important report would be
further delayed, was it not?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect. And, as I said, it applies to this
river only, and we are hopeful that with
the money provided, substantial progress
on this study ecan be made in fiscal year
1968.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I appreciate thz comments of
the Senator because this should
straighten out any possible misunder-
standing as to the intent of the language
in the committee report.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect. In addition to what my good friend,
the Senator from North Dakota, has said
about the good that has come from all
of these great projects we have had con-
structed in the past 15 years, I could
stand befor- the Senate and recite proj-
ect after project and point out the good
that has come to the area and the Nation
because of the wisdom, in my opinion,
that was exhibited by Congress in pro-
viding the funds for these programs.

I would have included several other
vorthy projects in the pending bill if it
were left to me, and in my opinion more
money could be used to complete many
of these projects at an accelerated rate.
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I am confident that it would be very
beneficial to the country as a whole, and
would help this Nation to build up its
economy.

I wonder what would have happened
tc our .conomy, especially with respect
to transportation, had we not insisted,
for example, on building new locks on
the Ohio River. The Senator is aware
that for the past 14 years the committee
has added projects on Ltaat great river to
replace lie system of 49 small locks that
were there with « system of 19 large
locks. In the past 14 or 15 years, we have
construeted one large lock to replace the
two or three small locks, so that
we could accommodate the large increase
in the tonnage that is taking advantage
of the economical water transportation
provided the area by the Ohio River.

The Senator knows that in the begin-
ning many of the railroads in that area
fought these works. But the railroads
are now learning that they are making
more money in carrying finished prod-
ucts than they would earn by carrying
the bulk products.

Not only has this river navigation
been instrumental in carrying millions of
tons of raw materials and bulk products,
but by the creation of these locks along
the Ohio and Monongahela Rivers, we
have created large pools of water: and
the record indicates that around these
pools over $25 billion has been invested
by private industry within the past 14
or 15 years.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Only a
few years ago, as the Senator will recall,
this was one of the most controversial
bills before Congress. It is now one of
the least controversial, and its great
contribution to our economy is now gen-
erally recognized.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have specific figures
to indicate, for example, that in 1948,
around the time I became a member of
the subcommittee, the entire tonnage on
the Ohio River was 42.8 million tons.
Today it is 103.2 million tons. These fig-
ures apply only to the Ohio River.

I do not wish to burden the REcorD
with all of the figures I have; but if the
occasion should arise, I shall be glad, in
the course of the debate on the bill, to
indicate the good that has resulted from
many of the projects that have been
constructed in the past 15 or 16 years.
This program has been good for our
economy, and it has been money well
spent.

For example, by harnessing the tribu-
taries of the great Mississippi River, we
can hold back the destructive floodwater
behind these great dams. Not only does
this prevent flood damage but these res-
ervoirs provide water for irrigation and
for the development of electricity, by
permitting the floodwaters to flow grad-
ually down the river; so that today, in
the lower reaches of the Mississippi
River, beginning at Memphis and going
down to the mouth, we have a steady
flow of fresh water at all times, instead
of having it all in the spring or in the
autumn, followed by salt water intru-
slon during the dry summer months.

The result has been a boon to busi-
ness, and I am happy to have had a part
in fostering this program, together with
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all the other Senators who worked on
this program as members of the sub-
committee, in order to provide the funds
to make all these good projects possible.

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I shall
detain the Senate for just a moment. My
purpose in rising is to pay a deserved
tribute to the senior Senator from Loui-
siana, the floor manager of the bill. His
devotion to duty is characteristically
high for as he has suggested, the printed
hearings on the items, most of which
have come before him, constitute three
volumes of testimony 6 or 7 inches thick.

I am particularly grateful for the man-
ner in which he has passed judgment,
with his committee, on the projects in
which I have been interested. Sometimes
his judgment has not been consonant
with the position I have urged, as the
Senator is aware; but in every instance,
whether he has agreed or disagreed, his
judgment has been based upon facts.

I heartily concur that what is in the
bill is amply and completely justified by
the testimony that was adduced at the
hearings. I pay tribute to the Senator as
one who has performed a high service to
the people of this country in passing on
the recommendations for civil public
works in the manner he has done, once
again, in handling this measure.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank my good
friend, the Senator from California. As
he knows—I am sure that many Senators
in the Chamber will agree—when a bill
comes before us, it is sort of out of bal-
ance, in that some areas of the country
seem to be better taken care of than
others. The members of the committee
tried to balance the situation by provid-
ing worthy projects so that every area of
the country would benefit.

I repeat: All projects in this bill—in
fact, ever since I have been on this com-
mittee—have borne fruit and have been
worthy. Often, the Corps of Engineers
has been criticized because on a certain
project they have made estimates which
are out of line sometimes 4, 5, or 6 per-
cent. I had the committee check into that
madtter, and it was found that for the 51
projects for which completion funds are
requested, some of which have been un-
der construction over a period of 10 years,
the total of the estimates made by the
Engineers at the time the first construc-
tion funds were requested and the pres-
ent estimate, were off by less than one-
tenth of 1 percent.

We sometimes read in popular maga-
zines a sensational editorial about “pork
barrel,” and so forth. I believe the Engi-
neers have done a good job in estimating
costs. Their estimates, in my opinion,
have been as accurate as could be ex-
pected, because all of these estimates
have to be made far in advance of con-
struction, as the Senator knows. I am
surprised that their estimates have been
as close as one-tenth of 1 percent.

Mr. KUCHEL. I agree with the Sena-
tor.

I wish to include in my congratula-
tions the very able staff member, Een
Bousquet, and the very able staff mem-
ber for the minority, Ed King, and all
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those who have worked with the Senator
in bringing this bill to the floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. They undoubtedly
are our right hand and left hand. They
are excellent workers. Of course, under
the proper guidance we have given them,
they are bound to do a good job.

Mr. KUCHEL. I concur.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I believe
I understand the major items in the bill,
but I wish to reiterate the same thought
that the Senator from California has
just stated. Unless someone has worked
on this bill, as evidenced by these three
volumes of testimony, I believe it is im-
possible for him to understand the al-
most infinite amount of detail and testi-
mony and figures involved in the matter.
I pay tribute to my good friend, the Sen-
ator from California, for the fine work
he has done in this matter.

If it were not for the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana and the staff
members, Mr. King and Mr. Bousquet,
who have followed this bill day by day
and hour by hour, it would not be pos-
sible.

There are other difficult bills—one of
which I am involved in at present—but
in my opinion the pending bill requires
more constant attentive energy than any
other appropriations bill or any other
bill that is before Congress.

I would be very remiss if on this ocea~-
sion I did not express my plaudits to
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana, and on behalf of myself and, I am
sure, on behalf of many other people,
thank him for the great job he has done
on this bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to echo the sentiments which
have been so ably expressed by the Sena-
tor from Colorado. They are well de-
served by the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, Mr. ELLENDER, and by the staff.

Mr, HILL, Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, I join in these
tributes being paid to the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana, the chairman of
the subcommittee, and the members of
the staff.

The Senator from Louisiana has done
a magnificent piece of work for many
years in handling this bill, and he has
had these very able staff members by his
side helping him. I heartily congratulate
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana and his staff.

Mr. ELLENDER. I appreciate these re-
marks. They are really unnecessary be-
cause most of the Senators making the
compliments are members of the com-
mittee, such as my friend from Alabama,
who is responsible for a good part of this
bill in connection with TVA and the
Atomic Energy Commission. There is, as
the Senator knows, a lot of detailed
work involved in connection with the
bill.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?
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Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, being mem-
bers of the subcommittee has given us
the opportunity to see the magnificent
work which the Senator from Louisiana
has done and to see the fine help that has
been given by the staff.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonpaLeE in the chair). The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
wish to join Senators in complimenting
the Senator from Louisiana. I am &
member of the subcommittee, as are
many Senators in the Chamber. When
the Senator from Louisiana suggests that
he receives help from other members of
the subcommittee, that is true, but he
does not receive help to the extent he
probably should, inasmuch as there are
literally hundreds of items involved in
the bill.

I remember 2 years ago we added up
the number of witnesses who appeared
and that tabulation showed that 829 wit-
nesses testified in connection with all
projects all over the United States. This
task takes some doing and it also takes
a man of the broad background of the
Senator from Louisiana who knows most
of these problems intimately. It takes a
man of great experience to handle this
matter, and a man who is reasonable
and responsible. This is the job that the
Senator from Louisiana performs every
year. Members of the subcommittee are
very fortunate to have him as their
chairman.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I am
pleased to note that the Senate Appro-
priations Committee in its report, No.
574 on H.R. 11641, has indicated its sup-
port of nuclear power development for
the Bonneville Power Administration.
The committee report points out—page
36—the need for a high degree of inte-
gration of power facilities in the Pacific
Northwest, which requires close cooper-
ative planning by all concerned power
entities. The committee anticipates ad-
vance notice of contracts contemplated
with respect to nuclear power genera-
tion.

The Appropriations Committee cer-
tainly has a direct interest in Bonneville
Power Administration contracts for nu-
clear power generation. Development of
great nuclear power offers great possi-
bilities for savings of appropriated
funds, and cost savings for the indus-
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tries, utilities, public utility districts,
cooperatives, and municipalities which
purchase power from Bonneville Power
Administration. The Tennessee Valley
Authority is already developing a sub-
stantial nuclear generating capacity, as
practically all power systems must in
order to continue toward our goal of
abundant power and lower and lower
rates.

The Federal Government invested
more than $2 billion in development of
civilian nuclear power. The investor-
owned utilities are presently engaged in
a brazen effort to monopolize nuclear
power—now that the taxpayers have
made it profitable. A number of utilities
are trying to exclude Federal, municipal,
and cooperative power systems from nu-
clear generating facilities. The Federal
yardstick has been growing shorter and
shorter. Consequently, the overcharge of
the investor-owned utilities has been
growing higher and higher. Federal pow-
er generation now amounts to about 13
percent of the national total. During the
fifties it was 13 percent.

In addition, the preference clause, pro-
vided by Congress to facilitate energy ac-
quisition from the Federal Government
by nonprofit power systems, is becoming
less and less meaningful. Increasingly,
Federal power generation is going to pri-
vate industries and private utilities.

During the past 3 years Federal agency

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

use of Federal power dropped sharply,
from 32.2 percent of the total to 17.8
percent. The percentage purchased by
cooperative utilities decreased, from 11.9
to 11.6 percent. The percentage pur-
chased by State and miscellaneous public
utilities also decreased from 11.3 to 8.2
percent.

Meanwhile, the percentage purchased
by investor-owned utilities increased by
more than three-fourths, from 5 percent
of the total to 8.9 percent. The percent-
age purchased by private industry in-
creased by three-eighths, from 18 to 24.7
percent. The percentage purchased by
munieipals increased by one-third, from
21.6 to 28.8 percent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to insert at this point in the Recorp the
September 25, 1967, letter to me from
Chairman Lee White of the Federal
Power Commission, which includes the
statistics on distribution of Federal
POWer.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., September 25, 1967.
Hon, LEg METCALF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR MeTCALF: In answer to your
letter of September 20, 1987, the following
tabulations give the figures you request per-
taining to distribution of Federal power:

BILLION KILOWATT-HOURS

Fiscal 1963  Calendar 1966

Fiscal 1948 Fiscal 1953 Fiscal 1958
Privateindusty. - i eaiaiieaaes 1 13.4 19,4 23.0 36.0
Fa;eraI: "ncgs‘.. .............. 5 8.6 3.9 41.2 26.0
Private utilities. - - 4 8.6 12.9 6.5 13.0
Municipal utilities. . 4 14.0 2.1 21.6 42.0
Cooperative utilities.............. 0 3.3 9.1 15.3 17.0
Suganll other public utilities. 7 57 10.5 14.4 12.0
T e T R S S a1 53.6 104.9 128.0 146. 0

PERCENTAGE

ate ind R v a0 i - s i 2.3 25,0 18.5 18.0 24.7
F:‘;emi u:gs_“ ________ .8 16.1 30.5 32.2 17.8
Private :ﬁrﬂlu 27.1 16.1 12.3 50 8.9
Municipal utilities_ ... 27.1 26.0 20.1 21.6 28.8
Cooperative ufifities. ........ L1 6.1 8.6 11.9 1.6
State and other public utilities.. . 6 10.7 10.0 11.3 8.2
fic s e ey o=t Rl s 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Data for the fiscal years 1948, 1853, 1958,
and 1063 were taken from the National Rural
Electric Cooperative Association Rural Elec-
tric Fact Books, while the calendar year 1966

were prepared by our staff from re-
ports to the Federal Power Commission,
Sincerely,
Lee C. WHITE, Chairman.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, a re-
cent speech by a Member of the House
is pertinent to this public works and
atomic energy appropriation bill and to
my remarks. Representative Jorn E.
Moss addressed the East River Electric
Power Cooperative in Madison, 8. Dak.,
on September 13. He develops the point
that public thermal generation is neces-
sary to maintain the yardstick of com-
petition in the electric power industry.
Most of the hydro sites are gone and, so
far, TVA is the only Federal entity with
its own thermal generation. I ask unani-
mous consent to have this excellent
speech by Congressman Moss inserted at

this point in the Recorp and commend
it to all who wish to be informed on the
disturbing increases in monopoly in the
energy field.

There being no objection the speech
was ordered printed as follows:

SpeEEcH oF HoN. JoHN E. Moss, DEMOCRAT OF
CALIFORNIA, AT THE ANNUAL MEETING OF
THE EAST RIVER ELECTRIC POWER COOPERA-
TIVE, INC,, IN MapisoN, 8. DAK., SEPTEMBER
18, 1967

I am delighted to be here with you today.
You, as officers and members of the electric
cooperatives, exercising local initiative and
self-help in the American tradition, are
building a better and more abundant life for
your people here in South Dakota. You are
lowering the cost and increasing the efficiency
of the farming business, at a time when
other forces seem in conspiracy to crush it to
the wall between increasing costs and lower
prices. You are making feasible other local
industry which depends on abundant and
reasonably priced electric power. And indi-
rectly you are even helping to solve the
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urban problems we hear so much about
nowadays, by making it possible for people
to remain and prosper in the country instead
of fleeing to the cities in penniless despair.

You perform another public service also to
the nation at large, over and beyond the
service you render to your communities and
your members, You represent and protect the
interests of the electric consumer.

Traditionally there have been three prin-
cipal means to protect his interests. First,
by the competition of other forms of energy,
but such competition is now rapidly becom-
ing obsolete even where the local power com-
pany doesn't own the gas company too, Sec- -
ond, by governmental regulation of rates and
conditions of service, but such regulation has
seldom been very effective and frequently it
is pure sham. I'll have more to say about
this later. And third, by the yardstick of
public and cooperative power which helps
measure the reasonableness of the rates and
services of electric companies by comparison
with the operations of municipal, PUD and
rural cooperative electric systems.

You help provide the yardstick. Since much

of cooperatives' electricity is sold to their
own members they are probably more sensi-
tive than all other power marketing entities
to the consumer’s interest in obtaining
rellable electric service at the lowest possible
cost.
We need more people today who are sensi-
tive to the electric consumer’'s interest—
among the informed public, in the adminis-
tration, yes, and in Congress.

Of all the electric energy generated in this
country in 1966, all but 24 percent was pro-
duced by the investor-owned, profit-making
companies. State and local bodies produced
10 percent; cooperatives only 1 percent. The
Federal Government produced 13 percent. It
used to produce 15 percent. According to
1963 data, which is the latest published, less
than half (45 percent) of this Federal out-
put was sold to preference customers such
as municlipalities, rural cooperatives, public
utility districts, States and other public
agencles. Almost one-third (32 percent) was
consumed by the Federal Government itself,
and the balance (23 percent) was sold to
private industry and investor-owned utili-
ties.

Federal power production has been the
backbone of the yardstick. This is because
of the economy of size. A little generator
Just can’t produce a kilowatt hour as cheaply
as a big generator. And generators are get-
ting very, very big—and very, very expensive.

Total electric consumption in the United
States will at least double between now and
1980. Federal power production, therefore,
should also double, at least, if we are to
maintain even the present inadequate yard-
stick. Unfortunately, the trend is in the
other direction.

We must begin to think very serlously
about public thermal generation if we are
going to be able to maintain the Federal
yardstick. Traditionally, Federal power has
meant hydropower. Even today, TVA is the
only Federal entity with its own thermal
generation. However, hydro alone will not
provide the large increase in Federal power
and energy required to maintain the present
minimum Federally-generated proportion of
all power produced in this country.

Furthermore, as new hydropower sources
become scarce, and existing Federal hydro-
power is more and more reserved for peaking
operation, it tends to lose its yardstick qual-
ity. With private steam plants carrying the
base load, and the coordinated output sold
at composite rates, which often Include =
private wheeling toll, it becomes difficult or
impossible to compare Federal and private
prices.

At the same time, however, the growing
importance of hydropower for peaking pur-
poses will make it feasible to develop many
marginal hydro sites which previously were
thought to be uneconomic because of their
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limited amount of water to produce energy.
We should therefore urge that all such sites
be reevaluated for Federal development as
peaking plants. In many cases, these mar-
ginal sites can be made very useful for peak-
ing power by inclusion of pumped storage fa-
cilities, which make possible the carrying of
large peak loads with very small stream-
flow, provided, of course, they are operating
as part of an adequate base load system.

Hydropower, therefore, can still have a
great role in the future of the yardstick.
However, the yardstick is under heavy at-
tack, It has been whittled very thin. Unless
the people learn the facts, and act to pro-
tect their interest as consumers of electricity,
public power is not going to increase; it is
going to disappear.

The trend began in 1953, when the Hell's
Canyon dam site was awarded to the Idaho
Power Company. In recent years, well-fi-
nanced campaigns of misinformation, and
the misguided opposition of well-intentioned
people who are as devoted to conservation as
I am, knocked out Echo Park Dam in Wyom-
ing, Marble Canyon Dam and Hualapai Dam
in Arizona, the Dickey-Lincoln Project in
Maine, and the greatest of all, the Rampart
Project in Alaska.

The power provisions of the Central Ari-
zona bill, recently passed by the Senate, illus-
trate who is benefiting and who is suffer-
ing by the defeat of hydropower. The two
Colorado River Dams were deleted from the
bill. One of these alone, Hualapal, with
pumped storage would have produced 5,000
megawatts of power. In place of the dams,
the Senate approved a provision for the Sec-
retary of the Interior to pay $103 million dol-
lars, in advance, to a group of utilities to
build a steam plant, In return for this vast
expenditure of public money the Govern-
ment will receive the right to use merely
470 megawatts of power for 50 years, in place
of the 5,000 megawatt lost capacity of Hual-
apal Dam. The Federal Government’s cost
of money at present is at least 1.1 percent
lower than that of private utilities. Thus,
the Federal prepayment on the steam plant
will represent a subsidy to its owners of at
least $1,133,000 a year. Meanwhile, to finance
the project minus power dams, the Interior
Department will have to raise the rates it
charges to preference customers for Hoover
Dam power by 48 percent, according to infor-
mation provided by the Department itself.
So the power consumers will suffer, and the
utility companies will benefit, from the
elimination of these hydropower dams.

Hydropower dams, unlike fossil fuel and
nuclear power plants, do not pollute the air
with smoke and radioactivity, or the water
of our rivers and lakes with heat or radio-
active wastes. On the contrary, the reservoirs
provide water for municipal purposes, flood
control, irrigation, industrial use, and many
forms of recreatlion, including boating, swim-
ming, fishing, etc. Hydropower dams are a
renewable resource, and frequently are less
destructive to the natural environment than
any other form of electric generation. Elimi-
nating hydropower is not a conservation
measure.

Conservation consists of the most effective
long term use of the resources of nature for
the benefit of mankind. It involves respect
for mother earth. It does not imply idolizing
one value—for instance, the sport of shoot-
ing rapids in rubber boats—to the exclusion
of all others. It means reverent use, not non-
use, of the gifts God has provided to man.

If we are to have more Federal dams, we
must take our case to the public. We must
describe the dangerous alternatives. We must
explain the true meaning of conservation.

The campaign against new dams Is only
one part of the war against public power,

You all know how the Supplemental Fi-
nancing Bill, which you worked for so long,
failed. It was gutted by the private power
lobby, and your own organizations had to
request the House Rules Committee to kill it.
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Less than 6 weeks ago, the Secretary of the
Interior signed the 40 year contract with the
Pacific Gas and Electric Company which
makes the entire Central Valley Project
power system an appendage of the company,
freezes the load growth of existing preference
customers, excludes the opportunity of other
preference customers to obtain the benefits
of low-cost Federal power, and subjects the
Government and its customers to an intri-
cate set of restrictions that will almost in-
evitably insure their permanent domination
by the Company.

For 4 years I fought, along with several
other Members of Congress, to eliminate or
modify the many unconscionable features of
the contract, some of which were severely
criticized by the Federal Power Commission
and the Anti-Trust Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice. Our efforts resulted in vari-
ous changes which improved the contract
in some respects for both the Government
and its preference customers.

I am sorry to say, however, that the con-
tract, when it was signed on July 31, was
still heavily loaded in the company’s favor.
Secretary Udall has said we will try to help
the various smaller municipalities of Central
and Northern California to assure their
future power needs at economical cost. How-
ever, I have the gravest misgivings that the
contract which he signed with the Company,
over my objection, will make it most difficult,
if not impossible, for the municipalities to
develop their own sources for their future
power needs, and for the Secretary to be of
much help to them.

While the private power companies are
ferociously working to curtail any subsidy to
you little fellows, the consumer-owned
cooperatives, they are at the same time ask-
ing bigger subsidies for themselves. They are
subsidized already, you know.

I will speak first of the atomic subsidy.

It is in the field of atomic power that the
betrayal of the public power yardstick is most
tragic. Here is the greatest power source
known to man, the energy that lights the
stars. By public effort and at public expense
it was made avallable to the world.

The Federal investment in research and
development for civilian nuclear power alone
already exceeds two billion dollars. Surely
here is a resource more truly belonging to the
people even than falling water, for the water
was always available, but atomic energy re-
mained locked in the nucleus of matter until
public effort showed us how to release and
use it.

If any resource ought to be subject to a
public preference clause, if not to exclusive
public use, it is atomic energy.

There is a preference clause in the Atomic
Energy Act. It is weak and worthless. It
states that If the AEC produces electric
energy, then public bodies and cooperatives
shall be preference customers, But if the AEC
produces steam, then the preference does
not apply, even though the only use of the
steam is to turn a generator. And if the AEC
sells atomic fuel, as it has been authorized
to do since 1964, it must do so under uni-
form, nondiscriminatory charges. After 1973
it may no longer lease nuclear fuel for power
production, but must sell it at a price which
provides reasonable compensation to the
Government.

What could be fairer than this? It is like
that law of France which prohibited rich and
poor allke from begging in the streets or
sleeping under bridges.

As a result of the present Federal atomic
policy, nuclear power is becoming a private
monopoly.

Last February the Atomic Energy Commis-
slon reported on all central station nuclear
power reactors in the United States, includ-
ing those in service, those under construc-
tion, and those contracted for. By the end
of 1966, there were thirteen in operation,
with a total capacity of 1,846 megawatts. The
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only large one was at the AEC's Hanford
Plant in Washington State, which has a ca-
pacity of T86 megawatts. The average ca-
pacity of the other twelve plants is only 88
megawatts. Five more stations are scheduled
for completion this year. Their average ca-
pacity is 196 megawatts. Thirty-two statlons
have been contracted for completion after
1967. Their average capacity will be 625 mega-
watts. The average size of the nuclear gen-
erating units ordered last year—which is the
latest figure in the AEC report—was 790
megawatts. Indeed the smallest plant in the
list for future completion is 450 megawatts.

Of course, the economies which result from
large generators is the reason for the in-
creasing capacity of new atomic plants. The
AEC estimates the cost of production from
a B00 megawatt nuclear plant at 4.4 mills per
kilowatt hour. TVA has already begun con-
struction of two nuclear plants, each over
1100 megawatts, which will produce energy
at a cost of only 2.37 mills per kilowatt hour.

4.4 mill nuclear power may or may not be
competitive with coal, but 2.37 mill energy is
competitive even with hydropower. But you
have to be awfully big to afford a 1100 mega-
watt plant. TVA is paying $122,700,000 for
two of them—plus costs of the transmission
plant, contingency allowance, and interest
during construction, which run the bill up
to $247,000,000—plus $232,000,000 for a
twelve-year fuel supply. Significantly, how-
ever, even the investment in the plant itself,
on a dollars-per-kilowatt basis, will be less
than for a comparable coal plant—§116 com-
pared to $117.

The prime component in the next 10 or 15
years will be nuclear energy. I understand
that nuclear power was specified for 55 per-
cent of the new generating capacity contract-
ed for in the United States last year. But
there are few non-Federal public power agen-
cies or rural co-ops, that are big enough to
play in the atomic league.

Of the 20,003 megawatts of total capacity
of nuclear power plants under contract for
completion after 1967, only TVA's 2,229 mega~-
watts and the Omaha Public Power District
450 megawatts—the smallest plant on the
list—will be publicly owned. We almost lost
TVA during the '50's when we fought to keep
it from being raided by Dixon-Yates and to
enable it to build its own steam plants.

The Hanford plant, the only other large
publicly owned nuclear power facility in the
country, was built by the Atomic Energy
Commission to make plutonium for bombs.
The Commission considered producing elec-
tricity at Hanford itself, but the Congress
would have preferred to waste the steam.
Only after a bitter fight was this waste